1.0 | NTRODUCTI ON

On Decenber 31, 1992, the U S. Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) proposed the Hazardous Organic National Em ssion
St andard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for process
units in the synthetic organic chem cal manufacturing industry
(SOCM ) under section 112(d) of the Cean Air Act
(57 FR 62608). Public coments were requested on the proposed
standard and comment letters were received fromindustry
representatives, governnental entities, environnmental groups,
and private citizens. Two public hearings were held, one in
Research Triangle Park (RTP), North Carolina, on February 25,
1993, and another in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, on
March 18, 1993. Both hearings were open to the public and
5 persons in RTP and 45 persons in Baton Rouge presented oral
testinmony on the proposed NESHAP

On August 11, 1993, the Ceneral Provisions for part 63
(58 FR 42760) were proposed. 1In order to allow the public to
comment on how the General Provisions relate to the Hazardous
Organi c NESHAP (HON), a supplenental notice (Cctober 15, 1993;
58 FR 53478) was published. Public coments were requested on
the overl ap between the General Provisions and the HON and on
sone specific em ssions averaging issues. Comment letters
regardi ng the suppl enmental notice were received from
80 commenters.

The witten comments that were submtted and verba
comments made at the public hearings regarding the technica
and policy issues associated with process vents, storage
vessel s, transfer operations, and equi pnent |eaks in the
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proposed rul e and suppl enental notice, along with responses to
t hese comments, are summarized in the follow ng chapters. The
coments that were submtted regarding process vents are
summari zed in chapter 2.0 and the comments regardi ng storage
vessels are summari zed in chapter 3.0. The coments that were
subm tted regardi ng transfer operations and equi pnent | eaks
are summari zed in chapters 4.0 and 5.0, respectively. The
summary of comments and responses serves as the basis for the
revisions nmade to the NESHAP between proposal and
pronmul gati on.

Wthin each chapter, the coments are organized into
sections such as: em ssion control technol ogy; inpacts
anal ysis; applicability and Goup 1/ Goup 2 determ nation;
conpl i ance denonstrations; recordkeeping and reporting;
wor di ng of the provisions; and m scel | aneous. The em ssion
control technol ogy section focuses on conments regarding the
applicability and performance of the reference control
technol ogies. The inpacts anal ysis section addresses conments
concerni ng cost analysis, em ssions estinmates, other
envi ronnment al inpacts, and energy inpacts. The applicability
and G oup 1/ Goup 2 determ nation section addresses comments
on the em ssion points covered by the NESHAP as wel |l as which
em ssion points should be required to apply control. The
conpl i ance denonstrations section focuses on performance
testing, design evaluations, inspections, and nonitoring. The
reporting and recordkeepi ng section addresses comments
relating to the specific em ssion sources. General
recordkeepi ng and reporting issues are presented in BID
Vol une 2E. The wording of the provisions section addresses
comments concerning clarification or consistency of the NESHAP
requi renents and definitions, and the m scell aneous section
covers comments which did not fit in the other sections.
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2.0 PROCESS VENTS

2.1 EM SSI ON CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) supports the
RCT sited for process vents, but requested that further
consideration be given to the requirenents of vents with
exi sting control devices with a DRE between 95 and 98 percent.
Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; and |V-D-112) suggested
that facilities with catalytic incinerators achieving
95 percent DRE be allowed to continue to operate for a period
of tinme (e.qg., 10 years) or until replacenent is necessary.
Anot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-97) advocated a 95 percent
control for existing facilities for a period of 10 years. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D32) acknow edged the possibility of
usi ng em ssions averaging to make up the short fall between
95 percent and 98 percent control, but clained that em ssions
averagi ng may not be a viable option, especially for a small
facility, and alternatives should therefore be nade avail abl e.

Response: Existing process vent control devices that are
used to conply with the distillation or air oxidation NSPS or
State regulations in Texas, California, Illinois, and
Loui siana are required to have a renoval efficiency of
98 percent. The Chio regulation also requires 98 percent
control of all air oxidation vents that are subject to the
regul ation. Therefore, the EPA has concluded that there are
few existing control devices for process vents that are
achieving a control efficiency | ess than 98 percent.

For those existing process vent control devices that are
achieving |l ess than 98 percent, the EPA has provided em ssions
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averaging as an alternative conpliance option. An em ssions
credit fromcontrol of another em ssion point in the facility
can be used to offset the em ssion debit generated by the use
of a process vent control device with | ess than 98 percent
efficiency. For small production facilities, the magnitude of
the em ssions debit generated by controlling process vents to
ef ficiencies between 95 and 98 percent should be snall.
Therefore, em ssions averaging is also a viable option for
these facilities.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) stated that
t he EPA has not denonstrated that RCT achi eves 98 percent
control for each HAP and that the 98 percent |evel of contro
appears to be based only on the VOC renoval |evels used in
past NSPS. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D70) supported the
use of thermal incineration for control of process vents and
ot her streans where reasonabl e.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-107) agreed that the
proposed em ssion limts are achi evabl e and shoul d be
promul gated as part of the final rule. Two commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-70; 1V-D-99) stated that thermal incinerators
can provide control greater than 98 percent DRE if properly
operated, while another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D90)
requested that a 99.9 percent DRE be required for al
conmbusti on devi ces.

Response: The EPA would first like to reiterate that
control by thermal oxidation is not specifically required by
t he HON process vents provisions. Thermal oxidation is sinply
t he RCT whose perfornmance | evel nust be nmet by any controls
intended to conply with the HON process vents provisions. The
comenter correctly states that 98 percent control is based on
studi es used to determ ne VOC control |evels for past NSPS and
has not been proven by testing for each individual HAP. These
two i ssues do not weaken the EPA' s decision for 98 percent
control of HAP's for the followi ng reasons: (1) nearly al
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organic HAP's are also VOC, and (2) HON conpliance is not
based upon control of each individual HAP. Conpliance with
the HON nay be based upon either total organic HAP or TCC.
Clearly, a control device mght have a higher |evel of contro
for one particular HAP than for another, but conpliance is
based on the overall reduction of total organic HAP or TOC
froman em ssion point.

The 98 percent |evel of control was chosen because it has
been shown to be uniformy achi evabl e by conbusti on devi ces.
As stated earlier, test data to denonstrate efficiency in a
thermal incinerator is not available for each individual HAP
However, the efficiency conclusions for a thermal incinerator
(98 percent DRE or an outlet concentration of 20 ppnv) were
based on test data using the nost difficult VOC conpounds to
conmbust, which included several HAP's. Therefore, it was
concl uded that the 98-percent reduction can be achi eved for
total HAP (nmenorandum from David Mascone, EPA/CMS5, to Jack
Farner, EPA/CPB, "Thermal |ncinerator Performance for NSPS,
Addendum " July 1990, Docket Nunmber 1V-90-19: 1V-B-1). The
EPA recogni zed that thermal incineration nmay achi eve greater
than 98 percent DRE, but test data show that |evels greater
than 98 percent may not be uniformy achi evabl e.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-90; |V-D 100)
claimed that by focusing technical analysis of controls on
conbustion, the EPA has limted the flexibility in applying
alternative control technol ogies that are cost effective,

i ncl udi ng pol lution prevention.

Response: The technical analyses perfornmed focused on
control by conmbustion because conbustion is considered to be
the nost universally applicable control for process vent
em ssions, and accurate information was avail able for
estimating costs and inpacts. This in no way |limts the
application of alternative controls provided that the
alternative control achieves the sane |evel of control as
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conmbustion: 98 percent em ssion reduction or 20 ppnmv HAP at
exit of device. Pollution prevention is in fact encouraged by
the EPA since it recovers val uabl e resources whil e reducing
em ssions. Fromthis perspective, pollution prevention may be
viewed in the sanme |light as recovery devices such as
condensers or carbon adsorbers. |If a pollution prevention
technique is enployed within a facility's control strategy, it
must alter the characteristics of a Goup 1 stream such that
the streamis then classified as Goup 2. If this can not be
achi eved by pollution prevention alone, then either em ssions
averagi ng or an add-on control device nust be used in addition
to the pollution prevention technique.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D113) stated that
the requirenents for denonstration of alternative contro
technol ogy are both burdensone and unnecessary if a technol ogy
nmeets a specified treatnent objective. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D113) recomended that the EPA establish a
treatnment threshold for hal ogen renoval in the process vents
section of the HON, but not dictate a specific technology to
achieve it.

Response: The process vent provisions are expressed as a
HAP or TOC percent reduction or concentration [imt, and do
not require use of a specific technology. The control
t echnol ogy nust be denonstrated to achieve the 98 percent
reduction or a concentration bel ow 20 ppnv during the
performance testing to ensure it can neet this level. |If the
commenter's alternative technology is one where perfornmance
testing at the inlet and outlet would be infeasible, but there
is evidence that it achieves equivalent control, then the
commenter can apply for approval of the alternative technol ogy
under 863.6(g) of the General Provisions. This process
i ncl udes Agency Review and a Federal Register notice.

However, because the proposed standard for hal ogenated
streans in 863.114(c) was witten as an equi pnent standard
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(scrubber follow ng a conbustor) use of any other technol ogy
woul d have required an application and Federal Reqister

notice. Therefore, the final rule is being revised to use an
emssion limt (percent reduction or mass limt) format
instead of requiring a scrubber. This will allow use of
t echnol ogi es other than a scrubber to nmeet the halogen limts.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-50) proposed that
an "Alternate Means" provision be added to allow application
of control technology less stringent than MACT if the facility
can denonstrate that thermal oxidation is unsafe and that
applicable alternative technol ogy cannot achieve a | evel of
control equivalent to RCT

Response: The EPA again points out that thernmal
incineration is not exclusively required by the HON
regul ation. Thermal incineration provides the basis for the
techni cal anal yses and for conparisons to other control
technol ogi es. Possible alternatives include use of recovery
devices to increase the TRE to greater than 1.0, or em ssions
aver agi ng.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 34) suggested
that the incinerator definition be nodified so that it would
i ncl ude regenerative incinerators.

Response: The purpose of the definitionis to
di stingui sh between incinerators and boilers. The
incineration definition will be nodified to include the
foll ow ng sentence provided by the comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-34) at the end of the definition to allow the use of
regenerative incinerators:

"The above energy recovery section limtation does
not apply to an energy recovery section used solely
to preheat the incom ng vent stream or conbustion
air."

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; |V-D99)
stated that because many boilers and process heaters enpl oy
st aged conbustion, which nmay | ower the overall tenperature and
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| engt hen the flane zone of the conbustion section, the vented
VOHAP stream shoul d be introduced into the conmbustion flane
zone as near to the burner fuel inlet as possible while

mai nt ai ni ng good m Xxi ng.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) considered the
definition of flane zone too restrictive and suggested that a
residence tinme requi renent be established as an alternative.

Response: It was determned that as |long as the process
vent stream passes through the flame zone, the tenperature and
residence tinme achieve the required | evel of conbustion
efficiency. The EPA references "Reactor Processes in the
Synthetic Organi c Chem cal Manufacturing Industry - Background
I nfformation for Pronul gated Standards,"” EPA-450/3-90-016b,
March 1993 to support the decision. The definition of flanme
zone in the regulation was witten broadly enough to include
various types of boiler configurations. As proposed, the
definition allows the streamto be introduced as near to the
burner fuel inlet as possible while maintaining good m xing.
However, in certain configurations, it may be too restrictive
to adopt these suggested requirenents into the definition,
especi ally since another comenter thought that the proposed
definition of flane zone was too restrictive. Furthernore,
such wording is very subjective and woul d therefore be
difficult to enforce. The EPA determ ned that the requirenent
that the vent stream be introduced into the flanme zone was a
sinpler requirenment to follow than establishing and neasuring
the residence time. For these reasons, the definition of
fl ame zone remai ns unchanged.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-69) suggested
that a vent stream be allowed to be introduced with secondary
conbustion air when required by conpatibility or safety
reasons if conpliance with the 98 percent DRE or 20 ppnv exit
concentration requirenent is maintained.
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Response: The proposed and final process vent provisions
permt a vent streamor streanms to be introduced with
secondary conbustion air if a facility so chooses. For
boilers with heat input capacities less than 44 MNor if the
vent streamis introduced with the conbustion air, a
performance test and nore nonitoring, reporting, and
recordkeeping are required than if the stream were introduced
as or with primary fuel.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-34 and
| V-G 4) requested that flares be allowed as the primary
control device for hal ogenated streans, if the aggregated
hal ogen content at the flanme tip under routine operating
condi tions would not exceed 4 | b/hr as hal ogen atons. The
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-34 and | V-G 4) pointed out
t hat such a change woul d be consistent with sone existing
State regul ations. For exanple, one commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) said TACB Standard Exenption 80 exenpts from new
source review up to 0.45 Kg/yr (1.0 Ib/hr) of HO em ssions.
Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-88) cited a RCRA limtation
on hazardous waste incinerators in proposing that a 4 |b/hr
hal ogen em ssion limt be applicable to any conbustion devi ce.
Anot her commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) said that existing
controls in simlar facilities were not considered in
sel ecting the hal ogen cutoff level. One conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-34 and IV-G4) stated that a flare is the only
practically applicable control device for streanms with highly
vari able fl ow and heat content, regardl ess of hal ogen content.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-113) cautioned that
experience wth scrubbing and ot her hal ogen control s has
denonstrated that the required 99 percent renoval efficiency
is extrenely prescriptive for many hal ogenated process vents,
especially those at or near the 200 ppnv threshold and those
contai ning elenmental brom ne or chlorine (Bro or C2). One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) stated that Texas regul ations

2A 2-9



require hal ogen control devices with 95-percent renova
efficiency. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-113) further stated
that the 0.5 mg/ Nm® (ng/scn) hal ogen enmission limt is ten
times nore stringent than the nost stringent requirenent they
are aware of. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D113) proposed
that the enissions linit be revised to 5 ng/ Nm® (ng/scm) to
provide a limt that is technically achi evable and provide
consi stency between European and U. S. standards so as to not
hi nder conpetitiveness. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 88)
guestioned the validity of the 0.5 ng/scm hal ogen em ssi on
limt because it was derived fromthe hal ogen detection limt
rather than on a consideration of the characteristics of waste
streans.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters that a mass
limt for defining halogen streanms will provide greater
flexibility for conpliance w thout reducing the stringency of
the rule. Based on an anal ysis of scrubber perfornance
reported in the ethylene dichlorine questionnaire responses
supplied by SOCM facilities, 11 of the 12 scrubbers were
achieving a 99-percent reduction of hydrogen chloride or a
total hal ogen mass flow rate below 0.45 kg/hr (1.0 Ib/hr).

The medi an nass enission rate exiting those scrubbers was
about 0.45 kg/hr of total HO and C 2. Based on the avail able
data, it is not denonstrated that values |lower than that would
be uniformy achi evable. The commenter (A-90-19: |[V-D 32)
said TACB has a 0.45 kg/ hr exenption. Therefore, the rule
wll be revised to define a hal ogen streamas a stream
containing 0.45 kg/hr or greater of hal ogen atons and require
a 99-percent reduction of total hal ogen atons or reduce the
hal ogen em ssions to |less than 0.45 kg/hr.

However, an allowance will be nade for existing
scrubbers. As indicated by the questionnaire responses and
comments, there are sone SOCM units that currently have
scrubbers that achi eve between 95- and 99-percent reduction
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and that woul d not achieve a 99-percent reduction or

0.45 kg/hr em ssion rate. The EPA s national cost estimate
did not include costs to replace existing scrubbers. The

em ssion reduction obtained fromreplacing a 95-percent
efficient scrubber with a 99-percent efficient scrubber woul d
be small. Therefore, the final rule will allow sources that
had hal ogen control devices as of proposal of the HON to

achi eve 95-percent reduction or an em ssion rate bel ow

0. 45 kg/ hr.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-88) questioned
t he appropriateness of requiring a scrubber on process vents
wi th hal ogen em ssions | ess than sone conbustion sources. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-88) stated that a coal -fired boiler
exhaust may contain 70 ppnv HC or nore.

Response: The EPA s decision to require a conbustor and
scrubber on a process vent streamthat has hal ogen em ssions
| ess than sone conbustion sources was based on the results of
anal yses of cost effectiveness of the conbustor/scrubber
conbi nation. The TRE i ndex value is a neasure of cost
effectiveness of control and the TRE cal cul ation for
hal ogenated streans is based on application of a conbustor
foll owed by a scrubber. Hal ogenated process vent streans are
required to be controlled only if they have TRE i ndex val ues
| ess than or equal to 1.0. For Goup 1 streans (those with
TRE < 1.0), application of a conmbustor and a scrubber is
reasonabl e. The hal ogenated stream definition has been
revi sed based on a nmass em ssion rate, as described in
previ ous responses.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-34 and | V-G 4)
suggested that provisions be nade for flares to be used as a
backup control device for hal ogenated streans while the
primary control device is not operating, such as process
start-up and shutdown and primary control device mal function
or mai nt enance.
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Response: In the proposal regulation, an owner or
operator is not allowed to use a flare as a primary control
device on a hal ogenated vent stream However, as provided in
t he proposed CGeneral Provisions found in subpart A it may be
possible to flare such a streamas an alternate, back-up
control in case of start-up, shutdown, and mal function of the
primary control device. |In order to gain approval for the use
of flaring as an alternate control during a start-up,
shut down, and mal functi on epi sode, the owner or operator would
need to submt a start-up, shutdown, and mal function plan as
described in 863.6(e)(3). Each plan would be reviewed and
approved on a site-specific basis to determne if it is an
appropriate back-up plan in case of start-up, shutdown, and
mal function of the primary control device.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; [V-D99)
stated that flare operational standards and paraneters and
paraneter nonitoring should conformto 40 CFR 60. 18.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter. The flare
operational standards in 40 CFR 63.11(b) are the sanme as those
in 40 CFR 60. 18.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; |V-D99)
suggested that scrubbers used to control hal ogenated em ssion
streans use either a continuous purge of the scrubbing fluid
or maintain a two to ten day supply of scrubbing fluid on
site. Additionally, the commenters (A-90-19: |[|V-D 70;
| V-D-99) recommended that an extra scrubbing fluid punp and
spare parts be required to be on hand at the site or available
Wi thin one working day in order to mnimze scrubber downti ne.

Response: The EPA understands the comnmenters' concerns
over control device downtine; however, the EPA has chosen not
to include specific requirenments in the HON such as those
listed by the commenters. The potential for assessing non-
conpliance fees should provide sufficient incentive for owners
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or operators to keep scrubbers operating properly with tinely
mai nt enance.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) suggested
that a water scrubber should be allowed as a process vent
control if it can be proven that the scrubber renoves
98 percent of the organic HAP. The scrubber underfl ow woul d
be sent to the plants wastewater treatnent facility.

Response: This type of control is allowed under the HON
process vents provisions, provided that the device
denonstrates 98 percent control through performance testing,
and it is not used as a product recovery device. (Product
recovery devices are considered part of the chem ca
manuf acturing process and can be used to achieve a TRE greater
than 1.0, but cannot be used to conply with the 98 percent
em ssion reduction provision.)

Comment: Four commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D70; |V-D 85;
|V-D-99; IV-G7) presented concerns about the inability of
condensers and carbon adsorbers to neet RCT for process vents.
Possi bl e probl ens nentioned by the comenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-70; 1V-D-99) occur when condenser coils freeze up and
when a m xture of conpounds is controlled by a carbon
adsor ber.

Response: The EPA is aware of the fact that condensers
and carbon adsorbers may not neet the 98 percent
reduction/ 20 ppnmv | evel of control required by the process
vent provisions; however, for process vents, if these devices
are used for product recovery, they are not considered to be
control devices, and cannot be used to neet 98 percent
reduction/ 20 ppnmv provisions. As recovery devices, they can
be used to maintain a | evel of performance such that the
outlet streamfromthe device has a TRE greater than 1.0. A
condenser or carbon adsorber applied to a storage vent or
transfer rack nust neet the RCT requirenents for those source
types, 95 percent or 98 percent control, respectively. In any
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case, if the device is used to conply with the 98 percent
reduction or 20 ppnmv |l evel of control, the | evel of control of
t hese devices nust be proven through a perfornmance test.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-70; |V-D- 85;
| V-D-99) al so expressed concern over the use of ozone
depl eting chem cals in condensers applied as controls.

Response: The EPA is providing neither an incentive nor
di sincentive for the use of ozone depleting chemcals in
condensers. The use of those chem cals is addressed under
Title IV of the Act.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 107) clained that
catalytic incineration is a proven, effective control
technology already in use within the SOCM as an effective VOC
control and will prove to be an efficient HAP control as well;
however, two commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-70; 1V-D-99) pointed
to problens with catal yst poi soning when catal ytic
incineration was used (see section 2.4.1).

Response: To neet the requirenments of the regulation,
any type of control device, including a catalytic incinerator,
can be used as long as it reduces HAP em ssions by 98 wei ght -
percent or to a concentration of 20 ppnmv, on a dry basis,
corrected to 3 percent oxygen, whichever is |ess stringent.

To ensure proper operation of the selected control device, the
regul ation requires that ranges for certain paraneters nust be
established in a performance test and then nonitored
periodically. Wen a catalytic incinerator is used to achieve
conpliance, a daily average tenperature difference across the
catal yst bed nust be established based on the performance test
and ot her docunentation and reported in the NCS or established
in the operating permt. Once the tenperature difference is
established, it nust be neasured continuously, and a daily
average nust be cal cul ated each day. |If the catalyst bed
becones poi soned, the tenperature difference neasured across
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the catal yst bed would |ikely be outside the range established
in the NCS or the operating permt, indicating a problem
2.2 | MPACTS ANALYSI S
2.2.1 Cost Analysis

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-58; IV-D62)
argued that the increnental em ssions reduction gai ned by
exceeding the MACT floor is unjustified and that if the EPA
regul ates at a stringency above the floor requirenents, the

EPA nmust show that the cost of exceeding the floor

requi renents are outwei ghed by substantial em ssion reduction
benefits. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-58) said the

i ncremental em ssions reduction of 1.3 percent fromthe fl oor
to the selected option is likely to be in the real mof a
statistical aberration given em ssion estimation
uncertainties.

Response: The average characteristics of the floor was
equi val ent to about $3, 000/ My of organic HAP reduced. The EPA
believes the estimates of em ssion reduction and costs are
sufficiently accurate for use in regulation devel opnent, and
the comenter did not provide specific details regarding their
concern about estimation uncertainty. The EPA further
believes that the increnental cost associated with the
i ncremental em ssions reduction is acceptable and justified
and brings the HON | evel of stringency nore in line with the
cost-effectiveness in previous NSPS and the CIG

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) stated that
the EPA's cost analysis was generally correct but contended
that there were two exceptions. First, the comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D32) contended that sonme of the EPA's
assunptions were too conservative and | acked substanti ati on.
Second, the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) clainmed that
baseline controls for nonattainnent areas were applied to
facilities that are not in nonattai nnent areas.
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Response: The EPA thanks the commenter for the general
support of the EPA's cost analysis. Although the comenter
di sagreed with sone of the EPA's assunptions, no specifics
were given concerning which assunptions were bei ng questioned
and no alternatives were suggested by the comenter.

Secondly, the commenter incorrectly stated that controls
required for facilities in non-attai nment areas were
consi dered when eval uati ng baseline control level. Only
existing State regul ations were included in the baseline
control anal ysis.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D32; and
| V-D-112) stated that the HON did not consider the costs of
upgradi ng existing controls to 98 percent DRE perfornmance and
presented an exanple of a catalytic incinerator (95 percent
DRE) installed for conpliance with the Air Oxidation NSPS.
One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) also suggested that the TRE
measurenents be allowed at the exit of a control device
achieving at | east 95 percent control efficiency.

Response: The Benzene NESHAP, vinyl chloride NESHAP, and
regulations in five states were reviewed. Al of these
regul ations required 98-percent control, except for one State
regul ation that requires 85-percent control. Therefore, al
vents included in the HON baseline were assuned to be
controlled to 98 percent except vents in the State requiring
85-percent reduction. These latter vents were assuned to be
controlled wth condensers, and costs were estimated for
upgrading to incinerators. Thus, the HON does consi der the
costs of upgrading existing controls to 98-percent DRE
ef fectiveness.

The Air Oxidation NSPS, which requires 98-percent
reduction of VOC em ssions fromnew air oxidation process
vents, was not considered for the HON baseline, which neans
any vents that would be "caught" by this NSPS were assuned to
be uncontrolled in the HON baseline anal ysis. [Incorporating
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controls under the Air Oxidation NSPS, or any additional rule
in the HON baseline analysis, would cause the HON control cost
estimates to be lower. The HON costs of control are
overesti mat ed.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-69; [V-D75)
stated that the EPA erroneously assuned that all process vent
streans are centrally collected and routed to a single control
device. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-32) gave the follow ng
reasons why vent streans may not be collected together: m xed
streans may create serious safety concerns, vent proximty or
energy requirenents may nmake central collection inpractical,
and various streans may be inconpatible with the design of a
single control device. Two other commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-79; 1V-D-97) also pointed out the potential safety
hazards of plant-w de mani fol ding of vent streans. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-86) supported the determ nation of
MACT control device cost effectiveness on a dedicated vent
basis. The comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-86) acknow edged t hat
vents may at tines be conbined cost effectively and safely,
but stated that it would be inappropriate to assune all snal
vents may be mani fol ded together.

Response: The EPA believes the commenters have
msinterpreted the cost analysis. For estinmating cost of
control, the EPA assuned that reactor vents fromthe sanme CVPU
were conbi ned, air oxidation vents fromthe sane CMPU were
conbi ned, and distillation vents fromthe sanme CMPU were
conbi ned. The EPA did not conbine vent streans fromdifferent
CWPU s, nor did the EPA conbi ne vent streans fromdifferent
vent types (air oxidation, distillation, reactor). The EPA
did assune that reactor vents fromthe sane CVPU woul d be
| ocat ed near each other, and no information was received to
discredit this assunption. Therefore, the EPA does not
believe that safety, vent proximty, and stream
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inconpatibility are of concern because of the nethodol ogy used
for the national inpacts analysis.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-68) stated that
t he purchase of conputers, running of conduit, installation of
W ring, programm ng, and all auxiliary equi pnent required for
monitoring wll raise costs of control to TRE s of 10.0 or
greater, yet these costs do not appear to be included in the
TRE cal cul ati on or cost nodel .

Response: The burden for an individual vent should be
smal | since many plants al ready have process control conputer
systens or woul d purchase and program conputer systens because
of the need to nonitor other em ssion points. Mst vent
paraneter nonitors (e.g., tenperature nonitors) are very
i nexpensive (relative to the control device costs included in
devel opi ng the TRE equations). Therefore, including these
costs would not be expected to significantly increase the TRE
i ndex val ues.

Al so, the standards do not require use of conputers.
Provi si ons have been added to 863.151(f) allow ng sources to
request alternative nonitoring for non-automated systens.
Costs for conputerized recordkeeping and reporting were
cal cul ated as part of the national burden estinate and were
consi dered in devel opi ng the standards.

2.2.2 Emssion Estinmates

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-71) disagreed

with the assunption that uncontrolled em ssions are linearly

related to the production capacity of a give production
process.

Response: A linear relationship was considered to be the
best estinmate based on the available data. Although a |inear
estimate may not be precise for a given production process,
the EPA regards these estimates as a reasonable representation
of em ssions on a nationw de basis. The comenter did not
provi de data relating production capacity and uncontrolled
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em ssions on which to base a revision in the em ssion
estimati on met hodol ogy.
2.3 APPLI CABILITY AND GROUP 1/ GROUP 2 DETERM NATI ON
2.3.1 Applicability

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) asked how the
TRE applies to particul ate HAP' s.

Response: The EPA does not expect organi c HAP
particul ate em ssions fromthe regul ated processes. The TRE
woul d not apply if such em ssions should occur.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-73; |1V-D 113)
requested that the standard be clarified by expressing al
applicability and treatnent criteria on a ppnv basis,
specifically changing the 50 ppnmw organi ¢ HAP concentration in
the process vents definition. Another commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-71) asked that the 0.005 weight percent exenption
included in the process vent definition be expressed in ppnv
instead of in ppmwv. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D77)
recomended that the 50 ppmv Goup 2 criteria be used in lieu
of the 0.005 wei ght percent (50 ppmw).

Response: The ppmw unit was used to express the
applicability criteria of 0.005 ppnmw because the data on which
t he deci sion was based were expressed as ppnw. The ppnw unit
has been retained in the final HON in order to avoid using an
arbitrary conversion from ppnmw to ppnv.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 86) pointed out
that under certain circunmstances a vent stream could be both
greater than 0.005 percent HAP by weight and | ess than 50 ppm
HAP by vol une. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 86) thought the
proposed HON woul d in this case be unclear as to whether or
not the vent streamis subject to control, and reconmmended
adding a 0.002 percent by volunme clause to the process vent
definition.

Response: The commenter is correct in stating that a
stream coul d be both greater than 0.005 wei ght percent and
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| ess than 50 ppnmv. In this case, the streamwould be a
G oup 2 process vent. The follow ng protocol nust be followed
i n maki ng the above determ nation: (1) does the HON apply to
the stream and (2) is the stream Goup 1 or Goup 2. |If the
stream contains | ess than 0.005 HAP wei ght percent, the stream
is not considered a process vent, the HON is not applicabl e,
and no further determnation is required. Assum ng the stream
nmeets the weight percent applicability criteria, a group
determ nati on nust be nmade. This may be done using the TRE
equation, the lowflow |l evel criterion, and/or the | ow
concentration level criterion. The comenter's exanpl e uses
the | ow concentration criterion of 50 ppnv HAP. |If the stream
in question is below 50 ppnmv HAP, it is classified as a
G oup 2 streamand nust conply with the G oup 2 process vent
requirenents. |If the streamis equal to or greater than
50 ppnv HAP and has a flow greater than 0.005 scrm and a TRE
| ess than or equal to 1.0, it would have to conply with the
Group 1 process vent requirenents.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D32; |V-D 98;
| V-D-112) favored including a de mnims flow rate of
0.005 scrmin the subpart F process vents definition instead
of using the 0.005 scnmflowrate to identify Goup 2 vents
wi t hout TRE cal cul ati ons.

Response: A flowate of 0.005 scnmis given in the
regul ation to distinguish Goup 2 process vent streans that
are not required to performa TRE cal cul ation. However, it
was not the EPA's intent to exenpt those Group 2 process vent
streans with a flowate of 0.005 scrmfromall requirenents of
the HON. The EPA' s intent was to exenpt such streanms fromthe
Goup 1 control requirenents, but to require mnimal reporting
and recordkeepi ng necessary to verify that the process vent
was correctly classified as Goup 2 and to require reporting
of flow rate changes that cause such a vent to beconme G oup 1.
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In order to acconplish this intent, the process vent stream
definition does not incorporate a flowate criterion.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) noted that
t he wei ght percent applicability and | ow concentration G oup 2
criteria seemto indicate the criteria are based on individual
HAP's while the testing nethods give results in total HAP
concentration. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) asked that
t he nmet hodol ogy be changed to match the definitions, or vice
ver sa.

Response: The EPA has revised the definition of process
vent in 863.101 and G oup 2 process vent in 863.111 to clarify
that the applicability criteria are based on total organic
HAP.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; |V-D69)
asked that a hal ogen mass flow rate be included in the
definition of a hal ogenated streamto allow certain 200 ppnv
and hi gher hal ogen vent streanms with low mass flow rates to be
vented to a flare (i.e., a control device w thout an acid
scrubber).

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters and the
definition of a hal ogenated stream has been revised to include
a hal ogen atommass flow rate of 1.0 I b/hr or greater instead
of a concentration basis.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) stated that
the EPA offers no justification for exenpting vents associ ated
wth wastewater treatnent fromthe requirenents for process
vents.

Response: Vents associated with wastewater treatnent are
exenpt fromthe process vents requirenents, but not exenpt
fromcontrol. Control requirenments for vents associated with
wast ewater treatnment are in 863.139.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 112) clained that
it is not economcally or environmentally feasible to control
vents with insignificant em ssions.
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Response: The commenter has used sone subjective and
vague terns such as "insignificant em ssions" and
"environnental |y feasible"” w thout supporting data for
clarification. Wth regard to "insignificant" em ssions, the
EPA assunes that the commenter supports the establishnment of
mass em ssion rates bel ow which controls would not be
required. The economc feasibility of controlling a vent
streamis determ ned by the TRE cal cul ati on. The EPA has
attenpted to identify streans with high or "unreasonabl e"
cost-effectiveness through the establishnent of a
Goup 1/Goup 2 classification based either on TRE or on | ow
flow and | ow concentration levels. The em ssions from streans
qualifying as Goup 2 under these criteria would |ikely be
considered "insignificant" by the commenter.

2.3.2 Goup 1/Goup 2 Determ nation

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-86; |V-D92)

said that since the TRE cal culation is based on i ndividual

vents, it would be inappropriate to apply the TRE
determ nation to conbi ned vents.

Response: The EPA agrees that the TRE should be applied
on an individual vent basis as the proposed rule states. The
poi nt of neasurenent is the outlet of the final product
recovery device (if any recovery device is present) and prior
to any subsequent conbination or release to the atnosphere.

In cases where vents are already grouped to a common header,
conpliance may be achi eved through the application of a
conbustion device in order to avoid the TRE cal cul ati on

al together; or the TRE' s of individual streanms may be
determned, and if any are G oup 1, these can be controlled or
included in an em ssions aver age.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) requested that
t he proposed HON be revised so that m xing of streanms prior to
a product recovery device not be considered dilution and that
TRE determ nation be perfornmed after the |ast product device.
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The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) noted that conpliance for new
sources desiring to use product recovery on a nunber of
streans woul d be very costly if duplicate product recovery
devi ces woul d be required.

Response: The EPA intended for the neasurenent for TRE
determ nation to be taken follow ng the final product recovery
device. Prior to this final product recovery device, m xing
of streans is allowed; however, once the process vent stream
passes through the final product recovery device, the
measurenent for TRE determ nation nust be taken prior to any
further mxing of streans. The final rule has been revised to
clarify this requirenent.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) asked for
clarification as to whether individual streans from
distillation colums are neasured or whether group vents from
the "process unit" are neasured. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-92) added that this is also a point of
anbiguity in NSPS, subpart NNN

Response: The point at which all testing nust be done
for the purpose of group determnation is after the final
recovery device and prior to mxing with any other stream or
streans. Therefore, the individual streans fromeach recovery
device would be tested if testing is necessary.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D62) reasoned that
since the DRE for boilers and process heaters is already
proven to neet or exceed 98 percent, there is no need for TRE
determ nation for vents routed to fuel gas systens where the
fuel gas is used as the primary fuel and the process vent
definition should be rewitten to exclude these streans.

Response: A TRE determination is not necessary for vent
streans conplying with the 98 percent reduction requirenents,
regardl ess of the control device used. However, such process
vent streans are still considered process vents, and are
subject to nonitoring, reporting, and recordkeepi ng
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requirenents in the rule. A performance test is not required
for boilers/process heaters with a heat input greater than

44 MW or where the vent streamis conbined with the primry
fuel.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-64; [V-D73)
supported the exclusion for recal culating TRE for changes t hat
are within the range on which the original TRE cal cul ati on was
based. Another commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) requested that
t he sanme exclusions be allowed for any changes included in an
operating permt or permt application.

Response: Any tinme that a change is made such that the
val ue of any paraneter used in the TRE equation for a process
vent stream (e.g., flow, organic HAP em ssions, TOC em ssions,
or heating value) is outside the range on which the original
TRE cal culation in the NCS was based, the TRE index val ue nust
be recalculated. |If the change is within the range used to
determ ne the original TRE, then the TRE does not need to be
recalculated. |If a parameter is within the range included in
the operating permt but outside of the range used as the
basis for the TRE determ nation, the TRE value would still
need to be recal cul at ed.

As stated in 863.4 of the General Provisions, an owner or
operator who is subject to an em ssion standard would conply
with the requirenents of the em ssion standard regardl ess of
whether: (1) an operating permt had been issued to that
source, or (2) the operating permt has been revised to
i nclude the em ssion standard requirenents. In nost al
cases, the requirenents given in the HON woul d override the
requi renents given in the operating permt. An exception
woul d be where the operating permt contains nore stringent
requi renents than those included in HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D34) objected to
adjusting Op concentration to 3 percent for the purpose of
determning Goup 1/ Goup 2 status via the | ow HAP
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concentration exenption. Another commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-70) added that the correction is inappropriate in cases
where very little Oy is present, such as nitrogen bl anketi ng.

Response: The commenters' objection is well-founded.
The correction to 3 percent Oy in 863.115(c) was inappropriate
for determning Goup 1/ Goup 2 status and has been renoved
fromthe final rule.

Comment: Four commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-52; IV-D79;
| V-D-86; IV-D-97) requested that testing for the purpose of
determ ning group status by the TRE cal cul ati on be al |l owed
after any existing control devices (if any controls are
present) for vents which have applied controls to existing
sour ces.

Response: |If the device is the final recovery device,
TRE testing is to be perfornmed after the final recovery device
(i.e., at the outlet prior to release to the atnosphere or
prior to a conbustion device) and prior to mxing with any
other streans. |If the control device is an existing
conbustion device, no TRE determ nation is required provided
t he conbustion device is achieving a 98 percent |evel of
control. If an existing control device does not achieve
98 percent HAP reduction or 20 ppnmv, then a group
determ nati on nust be nmade for the streamprior to the
conbustion device. |If this is not done, a situation could
exi st such that a streamis Goup 1 at the inlet and Goup 2
at the outlet of a less than 98 percent efficient conbustion
device. |If group status were determned at the outlet of the
device, it would be allowed to continue to operate at a | eve
of performance |less than MACT. This would be contrary to the
intent of the HON regul ation.

In the case of an existing conbustion device with |ess
than 98 percent efficiency, the follow ng options are
available: (1) alter the process or apply a recovery device
so that the streamis Goup 2 prior to the conbustion device;
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(2) upgrade the existing device so that it achieves 98 percent
HAP or TOC reduction or 20 ppnv outlet concentration;

(3) replace the existing conbustion device with a new one that
achi eves 98 percent efficiency; or (4) utilize an em ssions
averagi ng plan so that the em ssions debits fromthe

under perform ng devi ces are conpensated for by credits

el sewhere in the source.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-48; IV-D92
| V-D-112; 1V-D-113) supported the use of engineering estinmates
for calculating TRE where TRE is greater than 4.0. One
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) said that within the expected
accuracy of engineering estimates, their analysis indicates
that a TRE cutoff value of 3.0 will capture all Goup 1 vents
in the EPA BID draft with the exception of a single high flow,
| ow HAP concentration vent. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 32)
recommended that a TRE of 3.0 be used to establish the
cal cul ati on-based cutoff to provide relief tolimted testing
resources fromthe TRE testing determ nation procedure for
t hose process vents that are obviously Goup 2. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D32) suggested that an alternative cutoff val ue
be devel oped to exclude high flow, |ow HAP concentration vents
fromthe cal cul ati on-based alternative, but did not suggest an
alternative cutoff value. Another comenter (A-90-19:
| V- D-86) supported TRE testing when the calculated TRE is |ess
than 4.0.

Response: The TRE val ue of 4.0 has not been changed
since the EPA considers this value reasonable. Engineering
judgenent is allowed in determ ning group status provided that
the TRE of the streamis cal culated and shown to be greater
than 4.0. |If the TRE calculation results in a TRE | ess than
or equal to 4.0, the TRE inputs nust be neasured and the TRE
recal cul ated, or the flow or concentration nust be tested to
qualify for Goup 2 status. This does not penalize the
facility, but in fact allows the facility to avoid full TRE
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testing that would otherwi se be required for a G oup 2 process
vent with TRE greater than 1.0 and | ess than or equal to 4.0.
Addi tional cal cul ation-based cutoffs for high flow, |ow HAP
concentration streans would conplicate the rule by requiring
additional calculations or testing to determ ne which process
vent streans are high flow, |ow HAP concentration

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-48; IV-D58
|V-D-64; 1V-D-73; 1V-D78) proposed that engineering
cal cul ations or operational data be used for the process vent
flow rate and process vent HAP concentration Goup 1/ Goup 2
determ nation. One of the comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D 64)
suggested that it would then be up to the discretion of the
regul atory agency to judge the technical accuracy of the data
used in the cal cul ation.

Response: If only flowate or concentration is selected
for process vent group determ nations, testing is required.
Engi neering judgenment is allowed in determ ning the TRE i ndex
val ue because a margin for inaccuracies in estimation has been
included. |If the TRE index value is less than 4.0, testing is
required to ensure the accuracy of the TRE index val ue.

Engi neering judgenment is allowed for flowate and
concentration estimates used in the cal cul ation.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D32; |V-D 33;
| V-D-112) suggested that engineering judgenent or process
knowl edge be all owed for determning the classification of a
hal ogenated vent stream Commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-112) stated that this could be used specifically when
hal ogen status nmade no difference in Goup 1/ Goup 2
classification via the TRE cal cul ati on.

Response: Although the proposed rule did not contain the
explicit language to allow the commenter's suggestion, it was,
in fact, the EPA's intent to permt engineering judgenent for
hal ogenat ed streans when hal ogen status does not affect the
out cone of the group status determ nation and the cal cul ated
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TRE is greater than 4.0. The final rule has been revised to
al l ow the engi neering judgenent in these cases. Wen the
calculated TRE is less than 4.0, testing is required to nore
accurately establish the TRE val ue.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-74) said that the
regul atory schenme in the proposed rule requires that the owner
estimate or neasure em ssions fromevery uncontrolled vent on
the plant site, and periodically recheck the estimate to
ensure its continued accuracy. The commenter (A-90-109:
|V-D-74) then referred to 57 FR 62615 (863. 112).

Response: The EPA maintains the position that no owner
or operator would cal cul ate em ssion estimtes for every
em ssion point at the source in order to conply with the HON
and that the all owable em ssion level in 863.112 is one way of
expressing the standard. The owner may elect to conply with
the RCT by adding a control device to each G oup 1 vent and
not cal culate em ssion estimates for those process vents. The
owner may al so neasure only the process vent streamflow ate
to determ ne group status. |If the owner uses em ssions
averagi ng, emssions only need to be calculated in debits and
credits for those points included in the average.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 64) suggested
that the hal ogenated vent streamdefinition be revised so that
streans that are scrubbed to reduce hal ogens to | ess than
200 ppmv prior to a control device would not be considered
hal ogenat ed vent streans.

Response: The EPA agrees with the recommendati on nmade by
the comenter that the hal ogenated vent stream definition and
requi renents should be revised so that a scrubber to reduce
hal ogens prior to a control device can be used to conply. The
scrubber used in this case does not need to be a product
recovery device. |In the final rule, a halogenated streamis
defined as having a mass em ssion rate of 0.45 kg/hr
(1.0 I'b/hr) or greater instead of a 200 ppnv concentrati on.
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Streans with hal ogen em ssi ons above 0.45 kg/hr nust reduce
hal ogen em ssions by 99 percent or to a |l evel of 0.45 kg/hr.
A scrubber prior to a conbustor could be used to neet this
em ssion reduction requirenent.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; |V-D88)
stated that the EPA has not provided a sufficient basis for
t he establishnment of the 200 ppnmv hal ogen concentration
threshold in the definition of a hal ogenated vent stream One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-32) advocated the foll ow ng:

(1) establishnent of a hal ogen nass emi ssion rate (4 |b/hr)
for the hal ogenated vent streamdefinition, (2) allow ng
conbustion by flare or incinerator of hal ogenated streans
bel ow t he suggested em ssion rate.

Response: The EPA revi ewed scrubber efficiency data
provided in the ethylene dichloride questionnaire responses.
Based on the scrubber outlet hal ogen em ssions data, the EPA
has established a 0.45 kg/hr (1.0 I b/hr) or greater nass
em ssion rate as the definition of a hal ogenated stream
Therefore, a streamcontaining 0.45 kg/ hr or greater of
hal ogen atons is considered hal ogenated and if conbusted, nust
reduce the hal ogen atom content by 99 percent or bel ow
0.45 kg/hr of halogen atons. |[If a vent stream contains |ess
than 0.45 kg/ hr of hal ogen atons, this vent streamis not
consi dered hal ogenated and nmay be fl ared.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G 4) suggested that
Goup 1 and G oup 2 status for existing hal ogenated streans
that are currently collected in a flare or fuel gas header for
control purposes should be determ ned after m xi ng and before
the em ssion control device.

Response: G oup determnation is not necessary if the
vent streamis controlled in a manner neeting the Goup 1
control requirenents in the regulation. Goup status is
determ ned on an individual vent basis to prevent dilution
froma Goup 2 vent streammxing wwth a Goup 1 vent stream

2A 2-29



and the resulting m xed stream bei ng neasured as a G oup 2
stream and not being controlled. The rule states that any
process vent stream containi ng hal ogens nust be tested
individually prior to any mxing to determ ne the
concentration of halogens. |If the streamcontains |ess than
0.45 kg/hr (1.0 I b/hr) of hal ogen atons, then the streamis
not consi dered hal ogenated and woul d be subject to the
requi renents for nonhal ogenated streans. However, if the
stream contains 0.45 kg/ hr or greater of hal ogen atons, then
the stream woul d be considered a hal ogenated stream if the
owner or operator routed the streamthrough an incinerator, a
scrubber or other control conbination achieving the 99-percent
reduction or reducing the hal ogen em ssion rate to | ess than
0.45 kg/ hr woul d be required.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-88) proposed a
cost/reasonabl eness test that takes into consideration the
i npact of requirenents due to a particular conponent of a
m xed stream The commenter's (A-90-19: 1V-D-88) specific
concern is the requirenent of an incinerator and scrubber for
a m xed stream of both hal ogenat ed and non- hal ogenat ed HAP' s.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-88) reasoned that although the
hal ogenated HAP content is sufficient to define the entire
stream as hal ogenated, the stream would not be classified as
Group 1 when only the hal ogenated conpounds were consi dered
al one. However, the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-88) also stated
that the overall characteristics of a stream should be
consi dered when determ ning the appropriate control for a vent
stream The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-88) al so suggested that
t he EPA provide opportunities for special relief fromthe rule
i f the hal ogenat ed process vent streamdefinition is not
changed from 200 ppnv.

Response: All TRE cal culations for group determ nation
are to be based upon TOC and total organic HAP, regardl ess of
hal ogenation status. 1In order to determne the appropriate
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TRE i ndex value (which is an index of cost-effectiveness of
control), the total flow, total HAP em ssions, TOC em ssions,
net heating val ue, and hal ogen concentration of the stream
nmust be used in the calculation. No revisions have been made
to this aspect of the regulation. Controls are required only
for Goup 1 em ssion points which have been shown to have a
TRE of 1.0 or less. The definition of a hal ogenated process
vent streamis revised as having a nmass em ssion rate of

0.45 kg/hr or greater of halogen atons. Analyses indicate
that control of such em ssion points is reasonable, and
therefore special relief as requested by the comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-88) fromthe rule is not applicable.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-74; |V-D 86)
supported the determ nation of MACT control device cost
effectiveness on a dedicated vent basis. One comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-86) acknow edged that vents may at tines be
conbi ned cost effectively and safely, but stated that it would
be i nappropriate to assunme all small vents may be nmanif ol ded
t oget her.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter and thanks
them for their support.

2.4 COWVPLI ANCE DEMONSTRATI ONS
2.4.1 Performance Testing

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D113) stated that

Met hod 2 is neither necessary nor the nost accurate nmethod for

high fl ow gas streans, such as air oxidation vents. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-113) recommended that the EPA all ow
air oxidation process flowrates to be neasured through

est abl i shed mass bal ances or other nmeans whi ch can be
denonstrated to provide accurate neasures in place of the use
of Method 2, 2A, 2C, or 2D. Another comrenter

(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) also warned of difficulties of neasuring
flows that are highly variable, |ow volunme, or near anbient
pressure with Method 2 and urged the use of nethods devel oped

2A 2-31



and validated for the operating conditions nore typical of
process vents. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D77) stated that
using Method 2 may i nduce system upsets, i.e., non-steady
state flow

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that
Method 2 is less likely to give a good average if the process
vent streamis highly variable. However, other alternatives
for determning stream characteristics are available in the
HON besi des Method 2. First, if an owner or operator can
docunent estimates of the flowate and concentration of the
process vent stream derived from engi neering assessnent
(i ncludi ng process know edge), and the resulting TRE is
greater than 4.0, then the owner or operator does not need to
use Method 2 to neasure the process vent streamflow rate.
Note that the owner or operator would be required to test the
process vent streamif the resulting TRE is | ess than or equal
to 4.0. However, nost vent streanms with a TRE of 4.0 or |ess
will be relatively large vent streans from conti nuous
processes, which are not highly variable, and Method 2 wll be
applicable to nost of these streans. Furthernore, if the
owner or operator encounters difficulties when using Method 2
under certain conditions, such as neasuring |ow flow or highly
vari able flow streans, alternate nethods for neasuring may be
val i dated according to Method 301 of 40 CFR part 63,
appendi x A. Once validated, those nethods could be used
i nstead of Method 2.

In addition, any owner or operator who w shes to use an
alterative nonitoring nmethod other than those di scussed above
can submt an application for alternative nonitoring
requirenents to the Admnistrator as detailed in 863.8 of
subpart A of the General Provisions.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-34; IV-D-71)

di sagreed wth the use of the Oy concentration adjustnent to
3 percent Op for non-conbustion control devices.
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Response: The commenter is correct. The final rule has
been revised so that only conbustion devices are required to
correct to 3 percent Op.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) recommended
that each facility's permt be allowed to include bypass
provi sions under certain sets of circunstances that take into
account the pollutants emtted, potential off-site inpacts,
and vol une of em ssions and that bypasses permtted in such
provi si ons not be considered excursions for conpliance
pur poses.

Response: The General Provisions allow for a
mal function, start-up, shut-down plan and bypasses covered in
that plan woul d not be considered excursions. Bypasses not
covered under the plan would likely be consi dered excursions
or violations.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 92) suggested
allowing alimt swtch to be attached to a bypass val ve
(1.e., vent gas bypass) attached to a conputer nonitor because
it may be helpful in mnimzing data gathering requirenents.

Response: The rule does not require em ssions nonitoring
of bypass valves, but requires a flow indicator to ensure the
vent streamis routed to the control device and not bypassed
to the atnosphere. Provisions for nonitoring paraneters are
provided in the rule.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) reasoned that
vari able flows and concentrations to conbustion devices cause
testing of those devices to be non-representative, and
suggested that engi neering judgenent be allowed as a
suppl enment for, or in |ieu of, conbustion device testing.

Response: The EPA acknow edges that varying flows and
concentrations exist in process vents. It is up to the
facility to use engineering judgenent in choosing the process
condi ti ons under which the source testing will be conduct ed.
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These conditions should be chosen so that they are
representative of typical process operations. Wth regard to
conbustion device testing, if the conbustion device achieves
the required em ssion reductions under one set of process
conditions judged to be representative of the process, then
the EPA is confident that the conbustion chanber tenperature
during which the test was perforned is adequate and the
standard wi Il be achi eved under normal operation of the unit.
The conbusti on chanber tenperature is sufficient for
monitoring since variations in flow w |l cause the chanber
tenperature to vary.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) pointed out
that non-flare conbustion devices nmust prove 98 percent DRE by
performance testing, while flares are assuned to be 98 percent
effective with no required testing performance test. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-92) suggested that the 98 percent
DRE for flares could be a flare tenperature of 1500 OC with a
residence tinme of 0.75 seconds as in NSPS subpart QQQ or a
tenperature of 1400 OC with a residence tinme of 0.5 seconds as
i n NESHAP subpart V.

Response: The proper flare operation guidelines are
presented in 863.11 of the General Provisions. These
gui del i nes nmust be followed to nmaintain conpliance with the
HON regul ati on.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; [V-D99)
supported the establishnment of conpliance paraneters for
i ncinerators, boilers/process heaters, and scrubbers by
performance testing and advocated the determ nation of
conpliance based on hourly averages cal cul ated from data
collected every fifteen m nutes.

Response: As discussed in the reporting and
recordkeepi ng section (see section 7), conpliance paraneters
are established during the performance test, although
engi neering assessnent can al so be used in establishing
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paraneter ranges. For purposes of conplying with the HON
daily averages are used. The commenter gives no rationale for
sel ecting hourly averages over daily averages. The EPA s
rationale for selecting daily averages is discussed in the
above nentioned section.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D70) stated that
the DRE of boilers and process heaters (regardl ess of heat
duty) should be required to be established through initial
performance testing. Three other commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-35; 1V-D-64; 1V-D-99) supported the testing exenption for
boil ers and process heaters wth heat input greater than
44 MN

Response: The initial performance test exenption is
appropriate for a boiler or process heater with heat input
capacity of 44 MWV (150 mllion Btu/hr) or greater in which al
process vent streans are introduced into the flame zone and
for all boilers or process heaters in which the process vent
streans are introduced with or as the primary fuel. Em ssion
factor calculations (AP-42), submtted test results, and
tenperature and residence tinme calculations indicate that the
expected DRE for boilers and process heaters with heat input
capacities greater than 44 MNwoul d be greater than
98 percent. The EPA references "Reactor Processes in the
Synthetic Organi ¢ Chem cal Manufacturing Industry - Background
I nformation for Pronul gated Standards,"” EPA-450/ 3-90-016b,
March 1993 to support the decision. Wen the vent stream
passes through the flane front it would, on average, be
conbusted at higher tenperatures and | onger residence tines
than if introduced with conbustion air. This information
i ndicates that a process vent stream woul d achi eve conbustion
efficiency greater than the required 98 percent |level. For
this reason, it is not necessary to establish the em ssion
reduction of these boilers and process heaters through initial
per formance testing.
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Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; |V-D99)
recommended that ranges for the follow ng nonitoring
paraneters be established during the initial performance test
for thermal incinerators, boilers, and process heaters:
firebox exit tenperature, and CO and Oy concentrations in the
outl et stack gas.

Response: Based on previous incinerator performance
studies, tenperature and residence tinme are the key paraneters
whi ch influence performance. During the performance test for
conmbustion devices, the tenperature is nonitored and a range
established. Any fluctuation in process vent flowrate wll
be reflected by a change in tenperature. Therefore, the EPA
determ ned that tenperature alone is sufficient to nonitor
conpliance for conbustion devices which require a performance
test. Oher nonitoring paranmeters, such as CO or Oy outlet
concentrations may be requested under the alternative
nmonitoring paranmeter requirenents in 863.114 and 863. 151 of
subpart G

It is not appropriate to include specific values in the
regul ation for the conbustion paraneters nentioned by the
comenter. These conbustion paraneters need to be established
on a site-specific basis during the performance test, because
they would not be applicable to every situation. These
paraneters are highly variable fromone process to another
dependi ng on the constituents of the vent stream

Combusti on devices which do not require a performance
test (such as boilers and process heaters with a heat capacity
desi gn greater than 44 negawatts and a vent streamthat is
introduced with the conbustion air or a vent streamintroduced
as or with the primary fuel) also do not require nonitoring of
t he conbusti on device, because the tenperature and residence
time of these devices exceed the | evels needed to achi eve at
| east a 98 percent reduction.
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Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-22; [V-D73)
asserted that units that have undergone performance testing
for NSPS should not need to be tested for the HON if there
have been no process changes since the conpliance tests. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-22) stated that NSPS conpli ance
testing is rigorous, costly, and requires the sanme EPA net hods
as the HON. Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 35) suggested
that any incinerator, boiler, or process heater that has
obt ai ned an operating permt (such as a State air permt or a
RCRA permt) and has existing data to prove 98 percent DRE
shoul d not be required to conduct a performance test.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters that it
woul d be unnecessarily burdensone to require the owner or
operator of a unit to repeat identical tests required for
ot her conpliance purposes, such as NSPS or RCRA, if no process
changes had been made to the unit since the test was
performed. For this reason, the regul ation has been revised
so that it does not preclude the use of previously conducted
tests if those tests were perforned using the sane test nethod
and no process changes have been nmade to the unit in the
interim

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D22) recommended
that text be added to 863.116(b)(2) to clarify that a boiler
or process heater need not be tested when a process vent
stream serves as the primary fuel. Another commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-34) pointed out that table 3 of
863.117(a)(4)(i) and the text of 863.117(a)(4)(iv) were not
consistent in presenting the nonitoring requirenents for
boil ers and process heaters. Another commenter (A-90-109:
| V-F-7.33) clained that nonitoring requirenents for boilers
di d not exist.

Response: Only boilers or process heaters smaller than
44 MW and conbusting a process vent streamthat is not used as
or mxed with the primary fuel are required to conduct a
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performance test. To clarify this requirenent, the | anguage
of the regulation text and the table have been revised so that
they are consistent. NMnitoring of firebox tenperature is

al so required for boilers neeting these specifications.

No nonitoring or testing is required of boilers 44 MNor
greater, or of those boilers below 44 MNthat introduce the
process vent streamas the primary fuel or that m x the vent
streamwith the primary fuel and introduce it through the sane
burner. The EPA decided that nonitoring of these units was
not necessary because their burning characteristics would
ensure a 98 percent reduction in the organic content of the
process vent stream Mnitoring for all other boilers bel ow
44 MWNis described in 863.114.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; |V-D99)

i ndi cated that experience with catalytic incineration has been
probl emati ¢ due to the degradation of the catal yst bed

(poi soni ng) that occurs under normal operation of this type of
control device. As a result, the coomenters (A-90-19:

| V-D-70; 1V-D-99) recommended repeated performance testing to
detect catal yst poisoning and to verify the percent reduction
achieved. The comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-70; 1V-D99)
asserted that the performance testing should establish the
inlet catal yst bed tenperature and the VOHAP and TCC
concentrations in the outlet stack gas, while another
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-34) clained that the catal ytic bed
inlet tenperature is inconsequential to catalytic incinerator
performance and therefore need not be nonitored.

Response: The tenperature difference across the catal yst
bed has been determined to be sufficient for determning
proper operation of a catalytic incinerator, and additi onal
performance tests woul d be unnecessary and burdensone. A
change or drift in this tenperature differential would
general ly indicate cases of catal yst poisoning. During the
initial performance test, owners or operators of catalytic

2A 2-38



i ncinerators nust establish a site-specific paranmeter range
for tenperature difference across the catal yst bed. This
establ i shed range becones their operating requirenment. The
owner or operator would be required to continuously nonitor
inlet and outlet bed tenperature and cal cul ate the tenperature
difference. |If the tenperature difference is ever outside the
established range, this would be a violation of the operating
st andar d.
2.4.2 Monitoring

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-92) requested
that alternative nonitoring protocol, subject to the EPA' s

approval, be allowed if the proposed nonitoring requirenents
are not feasible or economcal for a particular facility.

Response: The EPA agrees and has provided for
alternative nonitoring in 863.151(f).

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) said there
shoul d be clearly established emssion limtations for process
vents and suggested that em ssion nonitoring at the exit of
the | ast control device be perfornmed regularly, no |less than
annual ly. The comenter (A-90-19: |[V-D-41) added that
product recovery devices or vapor collection devices should be
required for concentrated streans prior to any conbustion
devi ce.

Response: To allow for site-specific situations, the
regul ati on does not require mass emssion limts for organic
HAP's (e.g., pound per hour limts). |Instead, the regulation
establishes a percent reduction |imt. The regulation lists
operating paraneters to be nonitored for each control device
and requires the source to establish site-specific paraneter
ranges to ensure that the control device is properly
mai nt ai ned and operated. Continuous nonitoring is required
for nost controls.

| f an owner or operator selects to nonitor a paraneter
that is not listed in the regulation, that owner or operator

2A 2-39



can request approval of such nonitoring, to include
establishing a range and nonitoring frequency for the
paraneter that woul d indicate proper operation of the control.
In nost cases, paraneter nonitoring will be continuous rather
t han annual .

An owner or operator has the option of using a recovery
device to achieve a TRE greater than 1.0 or achieve a
98- percent reduction, but is not required to do so because a
recovery device may not neet the control TRE requirenents in
al |l cases.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) supported the
nmoni toring exenption for boilers and process heaters that
introduce all vent streanms with primary fuel, and one
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) strongly supported the
nmoni toring exenption for boilers and process heaters with
greater than 44 MN heat input. To the contrary, two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-85; IV-F-7.33) urged that
monitoring be required for all boilers and process heaters,
including those with heat input greater than 44 MW and those
introducing vents with or as primary fuel. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) stressed that boiler or process heater
performance will decline if not operated and maintai ned
properly and said that the EPA should require nonitoring of
t hese devices so that operators have the incentive to maintain
the devices properly and replace them before they deteriorate.

Response: The EPA agrees that there would be techni cal
and cost incentives to maintain the equi pnment properly because
boil ers are usually used to generate heat and energy needed
for the process. Sources nust keep such boilers operating
properly in order to run their processes, especially if the
vent streamis used as or introduced with the primary fuel.
Therefore, by reducing the nonitoring requirenments, the burden
on the facilities is also reduced.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) proposed
| onering the nonitoring exenption for boilers and process
heaters fromless than 44 MW heat input to |less than 8 MV heat
i nput .

Response: The 44 MN was sel ected based on information
avai | abl e during devel opnent of the SOCM NSPS on the
tenperature and residence tinmes required by the boiler to
achi eve the desired conbustion efficiency. The designs of
boilers larger than 44 MV are such that they would
consi stently achieve over 98 percent reduction and nonitoring
IS unnecessary. The comrenter included no data to support
| owering the nonitoring exenption for boilers to a heat input
capacity of 8 MW If the owner or operator does not want to
nmonitor tenperature for the boiler, the owner or operator can
apply to nonitor an alternative paraneter.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D117) requested
that CEM s be used to neasure THC at the inlet and outlet of a
thermal incinerator and that the nonitoring data be submtted
on a nonthly basis. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 117) also
suggested that for catalytic incinerators the THC and fl ow
rate be nonitored continuously and the data be submtted
regularly. Additionally, the comenter (A-90-19: |[V-D117)
suggested that the flowrate to a flare be nonitored
continuously and submtted nonthly. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V- F-10) requested better nonitoring of release points,
including flares, to ensure they are working efficiently.

Response: HON requires sem annual reporting for nost
pl ants, but quarterly reporting for those that are poor
performers. This is frequent enough to enforce the standard
inatinely fashion, but it is |ess burdensone for sources and
enf orcenment agencies than nonthly reports (see recordkeepi ng
and reporting BID volune 2E). In addition, nonthly reports
woul d increase the reporting and recordkeepi ng burden w t hout
necessarily increasing any em ssion reduction benefits. The
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EPA considers tenperature nonitoring | ess burdensonme than THC
nmoni toring, and adequate for conpliance denonstration.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 12) stated that
the wording in 863.114(a)(2) could be construed as excl uding
infrared nonitoring as a flare pilot flane detection device.
The comenter's (A-90-19: 1V-D12) reasoni ng was that
t hernocoupl e and ultraviolet nonitoring were specifically
gi ven as exanpl es, which could be confusing to any persons
considering the application of infrared nonitoring. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-12) suggested that either infrared
monitoring al so be included as an exanple, or no specific
exanpl es be given.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D12) disagreed with the use
of the phrase "at the pilot light" in 863.114(a)(2) and
suggested that the phrase be renoved fromthe above stated
par agraph or be rewitten to indicate that the thernocouple
needs to be "at the pilot light", but other sensors could be
remote while nonitoring the pilot flane.

Response: The EPA did not intend to exclude infrared
nmonitoring as a possible flare pilot flane detection device.
In the regul ation, thernocouple and ultraviolet nonitoring
were nmentioned as exanpl es of possible detection devices;
however, other types of devices could be used as long as their
function is to ensure that the pilot flame remains lit. For
this reason, infrared nonitoring has been added into the
regul ation as an exanple of a flare pilot flanme detection
devi ce.

I n addition, |anguage has been added into the regul ation
stating that the detection device used nust ensure the pil ot
flame is lit. Such |language would ensure that all possible
pilot flanme detection devices, including those not on the
list, would achieve their desired function.

Section 63.11(b)(5) of the General Provisions does not
i nclude the phrase "at the pilot light." If a thernocouple is
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used as a detection device, then it nust be positioned at the
pilot light to sense the flanme. However, there are other
detection devices, such as ultraviolet and infrared nonitors,
that could be positioned renote fromthe pilot flanme while
still nmonitoring its presence.

To ensure that the wording of the regul ati on does not
preclude the use of infrared devices and ot her devices that
i ndi cate the continuous presence of the flanme but are not
positioned at the pilot Iight to sense the flame, 8114(a)(2)
has been reworded as foll ows:

(2) Where a flare is used, the follow ng nonitoring
equi pnent is required: a device (including but not
limted to a thernocouple, ultraviolet beam sensor
or infrared sensor) capable of continuously
detecting the presence of a pilot flane.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D54) pointed out
t hat scrubbers are not always used to control hal ogenated
streans and that in these cases, the scrubber is not
necessarily a recovery device. |f the scrubber controls a
non- hal ogenated stream then pHis not an appropriate
nmonitoring paranmeter. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D70) also
suggested that the scrubbing fluid maintain a m ni rum pH
of 13.

Response: In the regulation, requirenents are given for
three different control device scenarios that include
scrubbers. These three different scenarios, their nonitoring
requi renents, and where the requirenments are given in the rule
are outlined as follows: First, for a hal ogenated stream
routed through a conbustion device and then a scrubber,
nmonitoring of pHand L/Gratio is required [see 863.114(a)].
Second, for a streamwith a TRE between 1.0 and 4.0 that is
routed through a scrubber for recovery, liquid tenperature and
exit specific gravity are nonitored [see 863.114(b) for
absorbers]. And third, for a scrubber used in a configuration
ot her than the two nentioned above (including a non-recovery
scrubber used as a control device for a non-hal ogenated stream
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and a scrubber used as a control device for a hal ogenated
streamprior to conbustion), the provisions for nonitoring
alternate control technol ogies nmust be followed. In such
cases, site-specific paraneters nust be selected and nonitored
based on approval fromthe Adm nistrator as described in

863. 114(c) (1) of the rule.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; [V-D99)
suggested that performance testing and conpliance paraneters
for absorbers include solvent type and flow rate, specific
gravity of exiting solvent, and system pressure drop; but
anot her comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) stated that nonitoring
of scrubbing liquid specific gravity for absorbers was
unnecessary. Another commenter (A-90-19: |[V-D 35) argued
that pH nonitoring of the final scrubber effluent is
sufficient for determ ning adequate scrubber performance.
This commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-35) added that it is
unrealistic to expect flow neters to withstand the harsh
conditions of both hot and acid service.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-79; 1V-D86) stated that
gas flow to a scrubber is not necessarily a paraneter that
i ndi cat es proper scrubber operation. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-86) stated that scrubber liquid flow, scrubber pressure
drop, and pH are typically nonitored to assure proper
operation and suggested that nonitoring of either gas flow or
pressure drop be allowed in 863.114(a).

Response: The first three commenters are referring to
scrubbers used as recovery devices. According to table 4 and
863. 114(b) of subpart G of the regul ation, these sources nust
monitor specific gravity and exit tenperature of the absorbing
liquid. However, provisions for nonitoring of alternate
paraneters are included in 863.114(c)(3) of the regulation.
| f, based on site-specific conditions, an owner or operator
believes that it would be nore appropriate to nonitor a
paraneter other than the ones nentioned above, then the owner
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or operator could request approval fromthe Adm nistrator to
monitor a different paraneter.

The next two comrenters are referring to scrubbers used
foll ow ng a conmbustor to control HC and other hal ogens and
hydrogen halides in the stream In this case, the owner or
operator is required to nonitor pH and scrubber |iquid/gas
ratio [see 863.114(a) and table 3]. These nonitoring
requirenents are included in the rule to ensure that hal ogens
and hydrogen halides are being renoved fromthe conbustor
outlet. A variety of flow neters constructed fromdifferent
materials are available for use in a caustic scrubber. The
final two commenters are correct in pointing out that gas flow
al one is not necessarily an indication of proper operation.
However, the intent of the regulation is to nonitor the
scrubber liquid/gas ratio rather than the gas flow. As
previously nmentioned, 863.114(c) allows owners or operators to
apply to nonitor an alternative paraneter on a site-specific
basi s.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) maintained
that nonitoring of the scrubbing liquid tenperature and
specific gravity is not appropriate for non-recirculating or
"once through" scrubbers. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D77)
suggested that only liquid flow be nonitored for a non-
recircul ating scrubber. One commenter (A-90-22: 1V-D 13)
recommended that the EPA allow alternate nonitoring nmethods in
sone situations where the nethods already listed in the
regulation will not work. The commenter (A-90-22: |V-D 13)
stated that for absorbers tenperature and specific gravity
nmust be nonitored; however, if the organic content is very
low, there will not be sufficient changes in these paraneters
to make them good indicators of absorber performance. The
commenter (A-90-22: [V-D-13) contended that a m ni mum
scrubbing flow that will achieve 98-percent efficiency can be
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determ ned, and that nonitoring scrubbing flow should be
accept abl e.

Response: The EPA assunes that if an absorber is used in
a recovery system then the absorber recycles (or has the
potential to recycle) a portion of its effluent and is not a
once-t hrough scrubber. Furthernore, the EPA assunes that
absorbers used to scrub hal ogens froman incinerator's
effluent is a once-through scrubber. As such, there are two
sets of nonitoring and testing requirenents for the two
absorber types just described. For absorbers used in recovery
systens, a scrubbing liquid tenperature nonitor and a specific
gravity nonitor are required, both with continuous
recordkeepi ng. For absorbers used after an incinerator (a
once-t hrough scrubber), a pH nonitoring device and fl ow neter
to measure scrubber liquid influent and inlet gas flow rates
are required, both with continuous recordkeeping.

As stated in 863.114(c) for process vents and 863. 127(c)
for transfer operations, owners or operators my request
approval to nonitor paraneters other than those listed in
863. 127(a) or (b).

The comenter (A-90-22: 1V-D-13) did not specify what
they consider a "very low' organic content. However, if the
exit organic content is 20 ppnmv or |less (higher for streans
that are originally greater than 1,000 ppnv), the conpliance
requirenent is being net. A change of organic content within
that range is irrelevant. |If the source or the permt
authority has concerns regardi ng any nonitored paraneters,
alternate paraneters can be requested as specified in the
above paragraph of this response.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; [V-D99)
suggested that exit stack gas VOHAP concentration be nonitored
conti nuously on regenerabl e carbon adsorption systens and t hat
nonr egenerabl e systens utilize backup canisters in series with
primary cani sters. The comenters (A-90-19: [V-D 70;

2A 2- 46



| V-D-99) further suggested that for nonregenerative systens,
hourly nonitoring occur between the primary and secondary
canisters with replacenent of the primary canister in |ike

ki nd when the primary outlet TOC concentration exceeds

20 ppnv. Another commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 33) suggested that
noni toring provisions be added to 863.114(b) and 863. 127(b)
provi ding the sane opportunity for off-site regeneration of
carbon cani sters used in a carbon adsorption system

Response: The canisters referred to by the comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-70; 1V-D-99) are generally used on very snall
vent streans, batch processes, or small mal odorous streans
rather than on continuous process vent streans subject to HON
nmonitoring requirenents. However, if such canisters are used
on continuous vent streanms subject to HON nonitoring
requi renents, then the owner or operator could request
approval to nonitor alternate paraneters as described in
863. 114.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D113) stated that
while tenperature is an appropriate nonitoring paraneter for
all types of adsorbers, specific gravity is not. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-113) suggested that the EPA either
[imt nonitoring paranmeters for carbon adsorbers to
tenperature only, or offer a secondary paraneter appropriate
to the given technol ogy, such as flow

Response: Tenperature and specific gravity nonitoring
are required for absorbers, not adsorbers. As discussed in
863.114(d) and shown in table 4 of the proposed rule, carbon
adsorbers are required to neasure regenerati on stream
(e.g., steam mass flow during regeneration and the
tenperature of the carbon bed after regeneration.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D64) requested
clarification of why the rule requires all the nonitoring
records in table 7, 863.130(a)(2)(v) for carbon adsorber
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regeneration streamflow and carbon bed regeneration
tenperature, instead of requiring only daily averages.

Response: Detailed records are needed to assure that the
paraneters remain within their established range. A daily
average i s not used because flow and tenperature after
regeneration pertain only to the regeneration cycle, not to
ot her periods of operation during the day.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 35) requested
that the EPA clarify the provisions in 863.118(b) requiring
that readily accessible records be kept for a product recovery
device or other neans to achieve and maintain a TRE i ndex
val ue greater than 1.0 but less than 4.0. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-35) asserted that the phrase "or other neans”
is confusing and should be clarified by stating that if a
process has a TRE value greater than 1.0 w thout using
recovery devices (i.e. absorbers, condensers, etc.) it is
exenpt fromthese provisions, or the phrase "or other neans"
shoul d be deleted fromthe section.

Response: A facility with a process vent stream
achieving a TRE greater than 1.0 w thout using a recovery
device (e.g., due to inherent process design or a process
nmodi fication) would have to apply to nonitor and report a
site-specific paraneter under 863.114(c) and is not exenpt
from noni toring provisions.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; [V-D99)
recommended that, due to process fluctuations, Goup 2 vents
with TRE greater than 4.0 should be allowed to follow the
nmonitoring provisions for Goup 2 vents with TRE val ues
between 1.0 and 4.0. Another comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-48)
opposed the nonitoring requirenents for Goup 2 vents with TRE
between 1.0 and 4.0. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D48)
reasoned that the requirenents are burdensone and unnecessary
because reevaluation is required to determne if group status
changes when a process change i s nade.

2A 2- 48



Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-F-1.1 and | V-F-3;
IV-D-32; IV-D-48; IV-D-58; IV-D-62; IV-D-63; IV-D-69; |V-D 83;
| V-D-92; 1V-D112; 1V-D-113) suggested that nonitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents for G oup 2 process
vents be reduced or elimnated. |In particular, three
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-48; 1V-D-69) thought it
was overly burdensonme for Goup 2 process vents to be required
to performthe sane continuous nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting as G oup 1 vents, because: the Goup 2 em ssion
poi nts have been judged not to require additional control; the
rule requires TRE to be re-eval uated when process changes are
made; and the 112(g) nodification program residual risk
determ nation, and future reviews of MACT standards are
sufficient to require future control of Goup 2 vents, if
warranted. Two comrenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-58; |1V-D62)
suggested that reporting for these G oup 2 process vents needs
to belimted to notification of changes that may potentially
lead to G oup 1 designation of the source and devel op
reporting and testing requirenents for sources altered or
changed into potential G oup 1 sources. Two comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-113) al so supported the requirenents
to monitor Group 2 process vents only where a recovery device
is used to maintain Goup 2 status (TRE between 1.0 and 4.0).

Response: The rule requires nonitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting requirenents for Goup 2 vent streans with TRE
i ndex val ues between 1.0 and 4.0 to ensure those vents do not
becone Group 1 vents due to process or recovery device
operating variations and remain uncontrolled. Goup 2 vents
wi th TRE index values greater than 4.0 are not required to be
monitored. An analysis was perfornmed prior to proposal that
shows that a vent with a TRE greater than 4.0 is unlikely to
become Group 1 due to process or recovery device operating
fluctuations or measurenent uncertainties, whereas if a vent
has a TRE is less than 4.0, it is inportant to nonitor
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recovery device operating paraneters, because variations in
process or recovery device operations could cause such streans
to become G oup 1. The EPA recogni zes the uncertainty present
in TRE cal cul ations, but decided that a | arge enough safety
factor has been included for vents with a TRE greater than
4.0. The decision not to require nonitoring for process vents
with a TRE greater than 4.0 reduces the burden of the

regul ation for both the industry and regul atory agenci es.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) stated that
it 1s not reasonable to require extensive controls for Goup 2
process vents because the classification of vents as Goup 2
inplies that they cause a mninmal environnmental concern. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-92) then asked what is the val ue
added by extensive reporting requirenents if there is no
probl em

Response: The EPA agrees that controls for Goup 2
process vents are not reasonable, and accordingly, the
proposed regul ation did not require controls for Goup 2
vents. Monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping are required
for Goup 2 vents to ensure a G oup 2 vent does not becone a
Goup 1 vent and go unregulated. A Goup 2 vent with a TRE
greater than 4.0 is not required to nonitor the vent, but nust
still follow the specified reporting and recordkeeping
requi renents.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 34) opposed the
nmonitoring requirenents for process vents that qualify as
Goup 2 through the Iow flow or | ow concentration
determ nation and stressed that engineering judgenent should
be adequate since facilities face penalties if the engineering
assessnment is found through testing to be incorrect.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-78) proposed that if
engi neering judgenent were allowed for the purpose of Goup 1
and G-oup 2 determ nation through either the low flow or | ow
concentration clause, a safety factor of 4 be used to exenpt
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streans fromnonitoring, i.e., for vent streans with fl ow
rates less than 0.00125 scmm or HAP concentration |ess
12.5 ppnv.

Response: The rule allows three neans for determ ning
that a vent is Goup 2: TRE calculation, or measurenent to
verify that the streamis below either the specified flow or
concentration level. If an owner or operator w shes to use
engi neering assessnent to determ ne group status, they can
cal cul ate the TRE based on estimates of flow, em ssions, and
heati ng value of the vent stream |If the TRE is greater than
4.0, such engi neering assessnent is sufficient. |If the TRE is
| ess than 4.0, tested neasurenents are required. The |ow flow
and concentration levels are included to reduce the testing
burden for small vent streans. They can test only flow or
concentration to show the streamis bel ow the 0.005 scmm or
50 ppnv levels instead of doing all of the testing that would
be needed to determine TRE. These choices provide sufficient
flexibility. To further reduce the burden for Goup 2 streans
that are unlikely to become G oup 1, no nonitoring is required
for streams with TRE's greater than 4.0 or streans that are
below the |l ow fl ow or concentration levels. Such safety
factors as the commenter refers to have al ready been incl uded
in selecting the TRE cut-off value of 4.0 for testing and
nmoni t ori ng.

2.5 WORDI NG OF THE PROVI SI ONS

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) recommended
t hat exclusions fromregul atory requirenments, such as
nmoni t ori ng excl usi ons, be included in each rel evant section
because the rule is an "enornous docunent." The conmenter
i ncl uded an exanple that the nonitoring exenption for the | ow
flowate and concentration limts are presented in 863.113(f)
and (g) but not in 863.114.

Response: The EPA believes that the nonitoring
requirenents are clearly laid out in the rule. The EPA
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believes that since there are no flowate (not to be confused
with flow indicator) or concentration nonitoring provisions,
there is no need to add the exenptions to the nonitoring
section and increase the volume of the docunent w th redundant
i nformati on.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 33) asked that
the wording in 863.111 and 863.114(d) referring to "flow
i ndi cators" be revised to "flow indication system" which
woul d include conputerized flownetering systens as well as
traditional "flow indicators"”

Response: The intent of the regulation is not to
preclude the use of "flow indicator systenms."” Rather, the
term"flowindicators" includes conputerized flow netering
systens as well as traditional flow indicators. The intent of
the term"flow indicators"” is to determ ne whether or not a
flowis present, and record this on a continuous basis. A
fl ow neter capable of nmeasuring flowrate (e.g., scmm could
be used but is not required, because the sinple presence of
flowin a bypass line is sufficient to detect the bypass of a
control device.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 33) reasoned that
the word "replacenent” as used in 863.115(e) should be taken
to mean a repl acenent of equi pnent not in kind, as in the case
of changi ng equi pnent service or upgradi ng equi pnment, since
replacenent in kind should not be considered a process change.

Response: |If the new equi pnent configuration is
identical to the original equipnent configuration, and the
owner or operator can show by calculation that the paraneters
are identical between the old and the new configurations, then
testing and recal cul ati on of TRE would not be required.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) indicated
that the termwater vapor had been used incorrectly in a
description of Method 4 and shoul d be revised.
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Response: The commenter is correct that the term was
used incorrectly. The intent is to use Method 4 to neasure
the noi sture content of the stack gas. The regul ation has
been revi sed.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 33) suggested
elimnating the word "or" from 863.115(d)(2)(v)(B)

Response: The regul ation has been revised to elimnate
the word "or" from 863.115(d)(2)(V)(B) since it is
unnecessary.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) agreed that
the definitions of closed-vent system control device, process
unit, and process unit shutdown shoul d appear in both 863.111
and 863.161 but asked that the definitions be nmade consi stent
or the same in both sections.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-33) where the differences in the definitions are not
necessary. The definitions of closed-vent system and process
unit shutdown has been made consistent in 863.111 and 863. 161
However, there are intentional differences in the definitions
of control device and process vent. The difference in the
control device definition is necessary for the process vent
requirenments and the difference in the process unit definition
is based on the subpart in which the termis used.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) stated that
production rate should be del eted as an exanple of a process
change in 863.115(e) because production rates are continuously
changing in nost SOCM processes.

Response: Section 63.115(e) specifies that if a process
change (including production rate) is within the range used to
determ ne inputs to the TRE cal cul ati on, the process change
does not have to be reported and the TRE does not have to be
recal culated. |In addition, unintentional tenporary changes in
production rate are excluded fromthis process change
reporting requirenent. However, a change in production rate
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outside the range used to calculate the TRE for the NCS coul d
result in a change in TRE. For this reason, recal cul ati on of
the TRE woul d be required if a production rate change causes

the equation inputs to exceed their initial range.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D77) requested
that the definition of "vent streant in 863.111 to be the sane
as "process vent" in 863.101.

Response: The EPA agrees, and the definition of "vent
streant in 863.111 was nodified to refer to the "process vent"
definition in 863.101.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D77) requested
that the requirements in 863.113 be reorgani zed to show t hat
proposed paragraphs 63.113(e), (f), and (g) have equal wei ght
and that a source may neet any one of the three criteria, not
all criteria.

Response: The EPA believes that the requirenents for
863. 113 are clear as witten in the proposal package; and they
remai n the same for pronul gation.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) recommended a
change to the definition of "reactor process." The conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-G4) expressed concern that the proposed
definition could be interpreted to include product treatnent
in storage tanks. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) explained
that it is common practice to add hydrogen peroxi de, sodium
bor ohydrate, or various inhibitors to storage tanks to
mai ntai n product quality or stability. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-G4) clained that, although a m nor reaction may
take pl ace between the product and the added material, the
em ssions and control techniques are characteristic of storage
tanks. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) suggested that the
definition of reactor process should be clarified to exclude
the addition of materials to product storage tanks for quality
or stability.
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Response: The intent of the reactor process definition
is to cover a unit operation in which one or nore chem cals or
reactants are added and the nol ecul ar structures are altered
to formone or nore new organi ¢ conpounds. Conpounds fornmed
during a mnor reaction wth a treatnent chem cal described by
the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) would be assuned to be
present as inpurities.
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3.0 STORACE VESSELS

3.1 EM SSI ON CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) stated that
t he EPA should include cooling as a conpliance option for
storage vessels. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G 4) explained
that this option would involve Iowering the tenperature of the
stored liquid so that the vapor pressure is belowthe Goup 1
applicability level. The comenter (A-90-19: [1V-G4)
reasoned that this control strategy would be simlar to the
one allowing installation of a product recovery device
follow ng a process vent to raise the TRE index. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) stated that adding such a contro
option woul d provide an inportant opportunity for pollution
preventi on.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter (A-90-109:
|V-G 4) that lowering the storage tenperature of a stored HAP
shoul d be allowed to affect Goup 1/ Goup 2 determ nation.
Though the proposed rule did not specify cooling as a
conpliance option, the proposed rule did allow cooling to be
used to lower the HAP's "maxi numtrue vapor pressure" which
inturn, would affect a storage vessel's Goup 1/ Goup 2
status. As defined in the proposed rule, the "maxi mumtrue
vapor pressure” of a stored liquid is based on the storage
tenperature of the liquid. A facility that chooses to | ower
the storage tenperature of a liquid HAP in order to reduce the
HAP' s nmaxi mum true vapor pressure below the Goup 1
applicability level may treat the storage vessel as a Goup 2
vessel and conply with the G oup 2 requirenents.
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Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |1V-D112)
recommended that the EPA nodify the RCT requirenents for
control devices to specify 90-percent renoval for storage
vessel s at existing sources and 95-percent renoval for storage
vessel s at new sources. One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D112)
claimed that nost existing storage vessels with refrigerated
condenser units can only achieve 90- to 93-percent efficiency.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D112) clained that the proposa
BID indicated that refrigerated condensers are not capabl e of
nmeeting the 95-percent efficiency requirenment. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-112) clained that existing refrigerated
condensers woul d need to be replaced with new cascade two-
stage systens in order to achieve 95-percent efficiency.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) nade reference to a
conpany that clained that existing condensers would need to be
repl aced with new cascade two-stage systens in order to

achi eve 95-percent efficiency, but the comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-32) did not express concurrence or non-concurrence wth
the claim The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-32) rather stated
that many existing refrigerated condensers woul d need to be
repl aced with new ones.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) stated that the EPA had
assunmed and not denonstrated that refrigerated condensers that
were installed to conply wwth requirenents for 80- to
93-percent renoval efficiencies could achi eve 95-percent
efficiency. Both commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D112)
clainmed that the EPA did not consider or justify, as required
by section 112(d) of the Act, the cost inpact to facilities
that would need to replace existing refrigerated condensers
wi th new condensers. The commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-112) stated that this replacenment cost is not warranted
based on the small increase in control efficiency.

Response: The inpacts of the proposed HON regulation did
account for the cost to replace condensers currently achieving
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80- and 85-percent control efficiencies with new condensers
that can achieve 95-percent efficiency. Furthernore, in
assi gni ng new 95-percent-efficient condensers to existing
nodel tanks that previously had 80- and 85-percent-efficient
condensers, the EPA assigned both one-stage and two-stage
cascade condensers. Miltistage systens are di scussed on
page 2-31 of volune 1B of the proposal BID. As described in
the proposal BID, the type of condenser that was assigned to a
st orage vessel depended on the properties and concentration of
HAP's in the vent streamfromthe storage vessel. Regarding
one comrenter's (A-90-19: |1V-D-112) assertion that the
proposal BID indicated that refrigerated condensers are not
capabl e of neeting the 95-percent efficiency requirenent, the
EPA assunes that this is a msunderstanding on the part of the
commenter. The EPA considers this assertion inaccurate.

Regar di ng condensers that are currently achieving
90- percent control efficiency, in devel oping the proposed HON
regul ation, the EPA had assuned that recovery devices required
by State regul ations to achieve an em ssion reduction of
90 percent could actually achieve an em ssion reduction of
95 percent with only a small increase in operating cost, by
sinply lowering the tenperature of the coolant. This original
assunption is docunented in docket itemA-90-19: I1-B-6

After reevaluating the avail able information, the EPA has
concl uded that not all condensers currently achieving 90-
percent control efficiency will be capable of achieving 95-
percent control efficiency. Wile the EPA has determ ned that
many of these 90-percent efficient condensers could achieve
95-percent control efficiency sinply by |owering the
tenperature of the coolant, there will be certain instances
where adjusting the coolant tenperature will not achieve the
requi red em ssion reduction, due to a characteristic of the
condensers or of the stored chemcal (e.g., high vapor
pressure).
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The EPA recogni zes, based on currently avail able
information, that requiring replacenment of existing well-
operated and nmai ntai ned control devices that neet the control
efficiency achieved by sources at the floor (i.e., 90 percent
em ssion reduction) would not be justified. This additional
control was estimated to cost about $38,000 for each
additional My of em ssion reduction achieved by existing
sources. Therefore, the EPA has provided an exenption in the
final rule for control devices installed on a storage vessel
on or before Decenber 31, 1992 achieving at |east 90-percent
em ssion reduction.

However, for those storage vessels with a control device
achieving less than the floor (i.e., less than 90-percent
em ssion reduction) or for fixed roof tanks not equi pped with
any control device, the EPA naintains that it is nore
economcally efficient to require 95-percent control, which is
based on the existing requirenments in 40 CFR part 60
subpart Kb, rather than 90-percent control

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) contended
that the proposed storage vessel provisions should all ow
covers on access hatches and automatic gauge float wells to be
either attached or bolted when they are closed. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58) explained that some conpani es use attached
devices rather than bolts to attach a cover or lid to the
r oof .

Response: The EPA will allow fastening devices in place
of bolts to fasten hatches if these devices provide conplete
conpression of the gasket when in use. The wording in
863.119(b)(6) and 863.119(c)(2)(ii) of the storage provisions
has been changed, as follows, to allow these fastening
devices: "Covers on each access hatch and each gauge fl oat
wel | shall be bolted or fastened so as to be air-tight when
they are closed.™
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) asserted
that the proposed requirenent that "each roof drain" be
provided with a slotted nmenbrane fabric cover that covers at
| east 90 percent of the area of the opening should apply only
to "energency overflow roof drains”. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-58) reasoned that a standard roof drain under nornma
operati on does not contain product and should be |eft
unrestricted at all tines.

Response: The EPA interpreted this coment (A-90-19:
| V-D-58) to nean that a roof drain that does not contain
product does not drain into the stored liquid but, rather,
drains to a |location outside of the storage vessel. The EPA
agrees with the coomenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) that a roof
drain that drains to the outside of the tank shoul d not
require a slotted nenbrane. The wording of 863.119(c)(2)(vi)
of the storage vessel provisions has been changed to reflect
this exenption. The phrase "each roof drain" was changed to
read "each roof drain that enpties into the stored liquid."

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) asserted that
t he storage vessel provisions should provide specifications
for how far a nmetallic shoe seal on an EFR should extend into
the stored liquid. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) stated
that this specification was provided for how far the sea
shoul d extend above the liquid and expl ained that the | ack of
speci fication about how far it should extend into the |liquid
coul d produce "m sunderstandi ng of the concept in the proposed
rul e".

Response: The EPA determ ned that 863.120(b)(5) (i) of
t he storage vessel provisions should not specify the distance
that the lower end of a netallic shoe seal on an EFR shoul d
extend into the stored liquid. The EPA did not provide this
specification in the proposed HON because the di stance that
the netallic shoe seal extends into the stored |iquid has no
effect on emssions fromthe storage vessel. Rather, it is
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only inportant that the |lower end extends into the liquid or
it would be a vapor-nounted seal. The distance a netallic
shoe seal nust extend into the stored |iquid varies according
to the seal nmechanism A netallic shoe seal nust extend into
the stored liquid far enough to allow the wei ghted mechani sm
to be attached.

The EPA did specify the vertical distance the upper end
of the netallic shoe seal nust extend above the liquid surface
in order to ensure that adequate contact area is provided
bet ween the shoe and the vessel wall.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) contended
that the proposed provisions specifying that there shall be no
hol es, tears, or other openings in the shoe, seal fabric, or
seal envel ope of the primary or secondary seals of an EFR tank
shoul d be changed to allow fabricated holes in the seal for
the roof anti-rotation device, i.e., bazooka guide bar.

Response: The EPA would like to clarify for the commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58) that prefabricated holes are allowed to be
part of the seal for the purpose of installing the roof anti-
rotation device; however, the storage provision in
863.119(c)(1)(iii) that the seal be "continuous" requires that
any prefabricated hole be filled wwth the anti-rotation device
and that a gasket be installed around the anti-rotation device
at the prefabricated hole, in order to ensure that the seal is
"continuous". As long as each prefabricated hole is filled
w th and gasketed at the anti-rotation device, the
prefabricated hole is not considered to be a "hole" for the
pur poses of the storage provisions [e.g., paragraph (a)(4) of
863. 119 of subpart G, because the prefabricated hole is
seal ed and woul d not result in significant HAP em ssions.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-60; |1V-D 86
| V-D-97) advocated the use of vapor bal ancing as a neans of
elimnating working | osses from storage vessels. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-60) recommended that the EPA add a
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new RCT for storage vessels conbining vapor balancing with
incremental control of breathing | osses to achieve a total
em ssion reduction of 95 percent. The comrenter (A-90-19:
| V- D- 60) added that there should be no requirenent to
denonstrate conpliance of the vapor bal anci ng system but that
t he engi neering denonstration in 863.120(d)(1)(i) of the
proposed rule be required for the control device used to
control breathing | osses. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D60)
stated that including vapor bal ancing as an RCT woul d provide
industry with the flexibility to utilize cost-effective
technol ogi es to achieve MACT. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D
60) also stated that this approach would allow industry to
utilize existing equipnment and equi pnent with a design
criteria |l ess than 95 percent. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-
D-60) provided an exanple calculation to illustrate conbining
vapor balancing with a separate control device for
increnmentally controlling breathing | osses.

Response: The EPA will respond to two possible
interpretations of the comenters' (A-90-19: |1V-D 60;
| V-D-86; |V-D97) suggestions: (1) vapor bal ancing shoul d be
allowed within a tank farm or (2) vapor bal ancing shoul d be
al l owed during transfer between a storage vessel and a
transportation vehicle. Regarding the use of vapor bal ancing
within a tank farm the EPA concluded that this is not a
practical way to achi eve 95-percent reduction of total organic
HAP em ssions. Vapor balancing wwthin a tank farm woul d
requi re excessive nonitoring and coordination to ensure that
each time liquid is punped into one tank, liquid is also
punped out of another tank. Therefore, the EPA did not allow
vapor bal ancing as an RCT for storage vessels in the HON

Regardi ng the use of vapor bal ancing during transfer from
a storage vessel to a transport vehicle, the EPA all ows vapor
bal ancing in the transfer provisions.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D113) expressed
support for the storage vessel provisions allowng floating
roofs and capture devices as RCT. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-113) considers these controls to neet pollution
prevention goals and to have little or no cross-nedi a i npact.
Anot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) expressed support for
the EPA's proposal to allow facilities to conply with the
storage vessel provisions by installing IFR s or EFR s as an
alternative to installing a closed-vent system and contr ol
devi ce.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-86; IV-D-97) requested
that the EPA specifically designate pollution prevention
measures in the storage vessel provisions. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D103) expressed concern that the proposed
storage vessel provisions are inconsistent with pollution
prevention goals. The comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-103) asserted
that flares and other treatnment systens to control collected
em ssions should not be allowed for new vessel s and suggest ed
that closed-1oop recovery systens be required for new storage
vessels. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-103) added that the
EPA shoul d explore the possibility of requiring closed-Ioop
vapor recovery systens for nultiple new storage vessels since
the cost would be the sanme as installing floating roofs on the
i ndi vi dual new storage vessels.

Two comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-86; IV-D97) suggested
that control of liquid level in a tank is another pollution
prevention neasure that can elimnate working | osses with
m ni mal investnent and cost. The commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-86; |V-D-97) also suggested tying vents of tanks in a
farmtogether with overall inlet/outlet control and inert gas
bl anketing. The commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-86; |1V-D97) added
that in the context of the proposal BID nodel, using these
met hods woul d reduce em ssions by only 80 percent. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-97) explained that this was due to

2A 3-64



ot her inportant operating practices not being recognized. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-97) inplied that, if these other
operating practices were recogni zed, that vent gas bl anketing
coul d achi eve greater than 80-percent em ssion reduction.

Response: The EPA all ows pollution prevention neasures
in the HON storage provisions. The storage provisions require
floating roofs as RCT's; floating roofs are also pollution
prevention neasures. The storage provisions also allow
condensers to be used to achi eve 95-percent reduction of total
organi ¢ HAP em ssions from storage vessels, and condensers are
cl osed-| oop recovery systens. The EPA considered the
possibility of allow ng control of liquid I evel to achieve
em ssion reductions but concluded that control of liquid |evel
coul d not achi eve 95-percent reduction of total organic HAP
em ssions from storage vessels.

Regardi ng the use of inert gas bl anketing, the EPA did
not include this pollution prevention neasure in the storage
provi si ons because the EPA has no data denonstrating that this
measure can reduce total organic HAP em ssions from storage
vessels by 95 percent. The commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-86
| V-D-97) did not provide any information or data to specify
that inert gas bl anketing could actually achi eve 95-percent
em ssions reduction. The EPA contacted the commenter for
clarification on this issue, but the EPA did not receive any
clarifying information.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D103) stated that
the HON provisions for existing storage vessels should include
specific requirenents that slotted gui depoles contain a fl oat
to reduce em ssions.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter's (A-90-19:
| V-D-103) statenent. The proposed HON storage provisions for
EFR vessel s at new and exi sting sources do include the
requi renment for slotted guidepoles to be equipped with a float
(see 863.119(c)(2)(viii)(B) of the proposed HON regul ation).
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This requirenment has been retained in 863.119(c)(2)(x) of the
final rule.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D103) contended
that the EPA is required by the Act to require subnerged fil
pi pes for new and existing storage vessels between 250 and
40, 000 gallons that are not controlled via floating roofs or
cl osed-vent systens and control devices. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D103) explained that Louisiana, which contains
16 percent of the country's SOCM process units, has this
requi renent for vapor pressures greater than 10.3 kPa, and
Texas, which has 34 percent of the country's SOCM process
units, has the sanme requirenents for storage vessels between
1, 000 and 25,000 gallons and vapor pressures greater than
10. 3 kPa.

Response: Regarding storage vessels with capacities
under 10,000 gallons, the EPA did not collect data on control
| evel s achi eved by these storage vessels and is not regulating
these smal |l er storage vessels. Regarding vessels with
capacities between 10,000 and 40,000 gall ons, these vessels
are not splash-filled; rather, subnerged fill is the standard
practice and represents the baseline | evel of control.
Therefore, the EPA concludes that there would be no em ssion
reduction benefits fromthe suggested requirenent and that the
addi tional requirement would represent only an additional
recor dkeepi ng burden.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 103) asserted
that the HON nust require that all new storage vessels have
both |iquid-munted primary seals and secondary seals, and
that all new vessels not using a closed-vent system and
control device have wel ded rather than bolted deck seans and
no columm penetrations. The comenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 103)
contended that these additional controls are required to neet
MACT as prescribed in the Act, which is "the maxi num degree of
reduction in em ssions" achieved by the "best controlled
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simlar source." The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-103) further
asserted that the EPA is obligated to investigate the
possibility that 12 percent or nore of existing sources neet
the em ssion | evel achieved with these additional controls and
to require these nore stringent controls for existing vessels
if at least 12 percent are currently achieving these higher
control |evels.

Response: The EPA has concl uded that these additional
controls are not required as the MACT floor for new or
exi sting sources and are not increnentally cost-effective
enough to require above the MACT floor. There is no existing
standard that requires wel ded deck seans, no col um
penetrations, liquid-nmunted primary seals, and secondary
seal s; the EPA has not |ocated any one source that inplenents
all four additional controls.
3.2 | MPACTS ANALYSI S
3.2.1 Cost lnpacts

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) stated that
the HON cost estimates did not account for the cost savings in

products or reactants associated with the application of
recovery devices or the application of nore efficient controls
such as floating roofs on storage vessels. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) explained that failure to account for such
cost savings prejudices the cost analysis toward
overestimati ng costs.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-41) that the cost savings incurred by the use of recovery
devices and floating roofs should be included in the cost
anal ysis of the HON. The EPA did include this cost savings in
the cost analysis for applying recovery devices
(i.e., condensers and floating roofs) on storage vessels. As
described in the proposal BID (BID volune 1C, section 4.4,
pp. 4-17 and 4-20), the value of the recovered chem cal was
either the actual market price of the chemcal or, if the
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mar ket price was not avail able, a default value for the
average chemcal price (i.e., $1.57/kg), and the value of the
chem cal recovered was subtracted fromthe total cost of the
recovery devi ce.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; |V-D86
| V-D-97) urged the EPA to use nore accurate investnent
esti mates when eval uating costs of control systenms. The
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-86; I1V-D97) recommended
that the EPA redo its cost anal ysis because, in their opinion,
t he EPA had underestimated capital investnent for control
systens by a factor of 2 to 5. Two comenters (A-90-19:
|V-D-86; IV-D-97) stated that because the annual cost
ef fectiveness for storage vessels is sensitive to investnent,
it is inportant that the EPA use nore accurate investnent
esti mat es.

Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-68; |1V-D97)
provi ded the sanme data indicating that the EPA's estinmate of
the capital costs for installing an IFR on an existing fixed
roof storage vessel is low for two reasons: (1) the EPA's
estimated capital cost, which is based on vendor quotes, is
| oner than the vendor quote obtained by the conmenters, and
(2) in general, vendor quotes underestimate the installation
cost for IFR s because they do not account for additional tank
repairs (i.e., upgrading columm supports) that are discovered
after a tank has been enptied for the retrofit. The data
provi ded by two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; [V-D97)
indicates that for the capital cost of purchasing and
installing a 100-foot dianeter fiberglass IFR on a 2,000, 000
gal l on tank containing nethanol, the EPA-estimted capital
i nvestment is $50, 000, whereas the vendor-quoted cost was
$150, 000 and the actual cost was $250,000. The data provided
by two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; I1V-D-68) indicate that
the cost for installing an I FR on a 1,500, 000 gall on storage
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vessel containing nmethyl nmethacrylate is $180, 000 (excl uding
the cost of tank repairs perfornmed to accomopdate the | FR)

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-97) asserted that the EPA
underestimated the cost to install a control device on a fixed
roof storage vessel, because the EPA did not account for
start-up costs such as "prove-out"” and "haz-op"

Response: The EPA considered the comment that EPA's
capital cost estimates for installing an IFR into an existing
fixed roof storage vessel are |ower than the commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; I1V-D-68; |1V-D-97) vendor-quoted estinmates.
The EPA determned that the difference in estimates for
capital costs is due to the type of |IFR being costed. The
EPA' s cost estimate of $50,000 is for a 100-foot dianeter
alum num I FR, while the vendor-quoted estimate of $150, 000
provi ded by the commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-97) is for
a 100-foot fiberglass IFR, which is nuch nore expensive. The
EPA specul ates, due to lack of infornmation provided by the
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-68), that the vendor-quoted estinmate
of $180, 000 provided by the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) is
for a fiberglass or steel IFR, rather than for an al um num
| FR.  The EPA's cost estimates are based only on al um num
| FR s because, as described in the cost analysis in the
proposal BID, IFR s were assigned to storage vessels only when
the stored chem cal would be conpatible with al um num
Therefore, the EPA will not change its vendor quotes for
alum num I FR s

The EPA's cost analysis indirectly accounts for the added
expense of installing a fiberglass or steel IFR in those
cases where an alum num | FR woul d be inconpatible with the
stored chemcal. In its cost analysis, the EPA assigned and
costed alumnumIFR s only for those existing storage vessels
t hat cont ai ned conpounds that would not be corrosive to
al um num such as hal ogenated chem cal s and sone gl yco
ethers. For all vessels containing chemcals corrosive to
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al um num the EPA assigned and costed refrigerated condensers,
rather than fiberglass or steel IFR s. The cost of
refrigerated condensers is conparable to the cost of
fiberglass and steel IFR s. For exanple, for an 85-foot

di aneter vessel storing a chemcal with a vapor pressure of
1.51 psia, the EPA's cost estimate for installing a condenser
is $83,500. For a 32-foot dianeter vessel storing a chem cal
wi th a vapor pressure of 7.12 psia, the EPA's cost estimte
for installing a condenser is $264,000. These costs for
condensers are conparable wth the cost of installing
fiberglass or steel IFR s reported by the commenters ($130, 000
to $180, 000) .

Regardi ng the comrent that the EPA should not use vendor
gquot es because actual costs are higher than vendor quotes due
to additional repairs, the EPA determ ned that these
additional repairs are not necessarily typical for installing
|FR s. The EPA's cost estimate for installing IFR s incl udes
the cost of those repairs typically necessary to convert a
fixed roof tank to an IFR tank (i.e., the cutting of vents and
openi ngs for nodifying a vessel). The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-97) provided a list of additional repairs and their
associ ated costs, including, for exanple, upgrading the |eg
supports of a floating roof for a cost of $100,000. However,
t he EPA concluded that the additional repairs suggested by the
commenter are not typically necessary for retrofitting a
storage vessel with an IFR I n sone cases, these repairs
woul d need to be perfornmed regardless of the IFRretrofit.
Therefore, the EPA considers its vendor quote for installing
|FR s to be valid.

Regardi ng the comrent that the EPA underestimted the
cost of installing a control device on a fixed roof storage
vessel due to the added costs for equi pnent start-up, the EPA
agrees with the coomenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-97) that the
installation cost for condensers, which was the only type of
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control device included in the EPA's cost analysis for storage
vessel s, should reflect additional costs for start-up. At
proposal, the EPA had utilized the costs provided in chapter 8
of Supplenent 1 to the EPA's OCCM Fourth Edition, PB92-
137181, Novenber 1991 for installing packaged (i.e., non-
custonm) refrigerated condensers. In review ng the OCCM s
costing equations for condensers, the EPA determ ned that the
cost equation for non-packaged refrigerated condensers

i ncludes nore of the start-up costs (e.g., for testing the
equi pnrent after installation) than the cost equation for
packaged systens. The EPA concl uded that these additional
start-up costs should be accounted for, because sources wll
be required to test their new equi pment to ensure that it
consistently operates as described in the design evaluation
provided to the inplenenting agency for conpliance purposes.
Therefore, the EPA has changed the equation for the
installation cost to include start-up costs by utilizing the
equation provided in the OCCM for non-packaged condensers.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D97) contended
that the price of the product used in the nodel tank in the
proposal BID is not a reasonable value. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-97) noted that the price for nmethanol, which
is a conmmon chem cal used throughout the industry, is one-
third the value used for the nodel tank product.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that the
price of methanol is less than the price of the exanple
product indicated in the proposal BID. As indicated on
pages 4-17 and 4-20 of section 4.0 of volunme 1C of the
proposal BID, in its analysis, the EPA used chem cal prices
specific to the chemcals stored in the nodel tank farns
whenever they were available. 1In the case of nethanol, EPA
used a price of $0.35/kg. For those chem cals for which no
price was avail able, such as for the nodel tank farm descri bed

2A 3-71



referred to by the commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-97), an average
price of $1.57/kg was used.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; [V-D97)
suggested that the cost in the proposal BID for cleaning a
tank for conversion is low. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D97)
i ndi cated that the cost seens to be based on conversion of
gasoline or |ight petrol eum products and therefore
underesti mates cl eaning costs for other products. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-97) stated that cleaning a
50, 000-gallon tank at a specific site costs $100,000. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-97) stated that this cost is nore
than the EPA's estimate. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32)
conpared the EPA's estimated cost of $13,000 for cleaning a
2,000, 000 gallon vessel to two conpani es' actual cleaning
costs of $1, 000,000 (cleaning and disposal) for a
1, 000, 000 gal | on vessel and $208, 000 (cl eani ng and
repai rs/ changes to accommopdate the new IFR) for a
1, 500, 000 gal | on vessel.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters that the
cost of sludge disposal should be added to the cost of
cl eani ng and degassing a storage vessel. The EPA has added
the cost of sludge disposal, based on the assunption that
di sposal will cost $5 per gallon of sludge and that each
storage vessel will contain two inches of sludge for disposal.
These assunptions are docunented in the EPA docunent entitled
"Internal Instruction Manual for ESD Regul ati on Devel opnent:
Storage Vessels," Ofice of Air Quality Pl anning and
St andards, Research Triangle Park, NC, January 1993. These
costing assunptions result in a total cleaning and degassi ng
cost (including sludge disposal) of about $3,500 (1989
dollars) for a 40,000-gallon tank assuned to have a di aneter
of 19 feet, and $26,400 for a 1, 000, 000-gallon tank assuned to
have a di aneter of 60 feet.
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The EPA's revised estimates for cleaning and degassi ng
st orage vessels, which includes sludge disposal costs, are
| oner than the costs provided by the coomenters. However, the
cost estimates for cleaning and degassi ng storage vessels
provi ded by the commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-97) were
not substantial enough to justify the EPA's changing its own
cost estimates, which were reviewed by tank service conpanies
t hat handl e SOCM storage vessels. The cost estinmates
provi ded by the commenters were not substantial enough
because: (1) they were not detailed enough to explain why the
costs were high for the specific storage vessels nentioned
(e.g, the nature of the stored chemcal); and (2) they only
represented a couple of exanple tanks that do not necessarily
represent typical costs for the whole industry. Therefore,
the EPA will continue to utilize its own cost estimates for
cl eani ng and degassi ng storage vessels.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D97) stated that
the EPA failed to consider that tanks in the chem cal
i ndustry, unlike the gasoline refining industry, may have been
in a variety of chem cal services since being built, and as a
result, when conversion is required, old nozzles, etc. may
have to be renoved, upgraded, or repl aced.

Response: The EPA did not include the cost of renoving or
upgr adi ng nozzl es on storage vessels in estimting capital
costs for installing |FR s because the EPA does not consider
upgr adi ng nozzles to be a change that will be nade for the
average fixed roof storage vessel retrofit. Additionally, the
EPA does not anticipate that, for those vessels requiring a
nozzl e upgrade, the cost will be significant relative to the
total capital cost of installing |FR s.

3.2.2 Emssion Estinmates

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D62)
recommended that the EPA update the storage vessel equations
inthe final HON to reflect the | atest changes in the EPA
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docunent entitled "Conpilation of Air Pollutant Em ssion
Factors (AP-42)." The comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D62)
noted that the EPA published a "Supplenent E' to AP-42 in

Cct ober 1992 which contains a new Chapter 12 entitled "Storage
of Organic Liquids". One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D62)

i ndi cated that the new equations for fixed roof storage
vessel s woul d i npact the EPA's cost and em ssions analysis for
st orage vessels.

Response: The EPA has determ ned that the 1992 version of
the AP-42 equations for fixed roof storage vessels woul d not
significantly inpact the EPA's cost and em ssions analysis for
storage vessels. As discussed in a nenorandumentitl ed,
"Revi ew of APl Publication 2518--Evaporative Loss from Fi xed
Roof Tanks--Prelim nary Technical Evaluation of New Em ssions
Data and New Em ssion Factors," the EPA considered the
di fference between the 1992 and the 1985 AP-42 equations for
fi xed roof storage vessels by cal cul ating breathing | oss
em ssions with both sets of equations, using both actual test
paraneters and default values. After conparing the results of
the two sets of equations with the actual test results of the
breat hi ng | osses, the EPA concluded that the 1985 and 1992
AP- 42 equations provide conparable predictions of breathing
| oss for petrochem cals.

Additionally, in conparing the 1985 and 1992 AP-42
equations, the EPA determ ned that the 1992 AP-42 equati ons
are nore site-specific than the 1985 AP-42 equations and w ||
require sources to nmake nore neasurenents of tank paraneters
because the EPA cannot provide default values for sone of the
variables in the 1992 equations. Therefore, the EPA w |
retain the 1985 AP-42 equations for storage vessel em ssions
in the regulation. However, the EPA has decided that sources
shoul d be given a choice to use either set of equations for
the breathing | osses fromfixed roof storage vessels, by
i ncorporating by reference the American PetroleumlInstitute
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Publ i cati on 2518: Chapter 19, Section 1 - Evaporative Loss
from Fi xed- Roof Tanks, Second Edition, October 1991. Although
the EPA will allow sources to choose either set of equations
for breathing | osses fromfixed roof storage vessels, the
source nmust use the same set of equations for estimating both
credits and debits from storage vessels for em ssions
aver agi ng.
3.3 APPLICABILITY AND GROUP 1/ GROUP 2 DETERM NATI ON
3.3.1 Applicability

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) stated that
t he vapor pressure threshold for Goup 2 tanks should be set
above 1.0 psia. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) contended
that the EPA had underestimted the cost to retrofit a methyl

met hacrylate tank with a floating roof. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-68) reported that such a retrofit would cost
$389, 000 (including installation of a floating roof, tank
cl eani ng, and sludge disposal) and would result in em ssions
reductions of 11.2 My per year, yielding a cost-effectiveness
of $35,000/My. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) indicated
that this cost-effectiveness exceeds the $3,400/My listed in
the proposal preanble to justify the Goup 1/ Goup 2
applicability criteria. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D68)
concluded that in order to naintain the $3,400/ My cost, the
vapor pressure cutoff should be set above 1.0 psia which is
approxi mately the vapor pressure of nethyl nethacryl ate.
Response: The EPA wishes to clarify that cost-
ef fectiveness is based on annualizing capital costs over the
life of the equipnent (i.e., 10 years). The cost-
ef fecti veness val ue of $35, 000 suggested by the comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-68) was not calculated in this manner. Using
t he val ues provided by the coomenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-68), the
EPA cal cul ated the cost-effectiveness for the single storage
vessel containing nmethyl nethacrylate. |If the capital cost of
$389,000 is nultiplied by 0.263 (0.163 for capital recovery;
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0.04 for taxes, insurance, and adm nistrative charges; 0.05
for mai ntenance charges; and 0.01 for inspection charges), the
total annual costs (w thout considering the cost savings
associated with the product saved) are $102,310. The val ue of
t he product saved (assum ng a product value of $1.28/kg) is
$1,280/ My multiplied by 11.2 My of em ssions reduced, which
yi el ds $14,336/yr. The annual cost savings from saved
product, $14,336/yr, is subtracted from $102, 310/ yr, which

yi el ds $87,974 as the net annual costs. The cost-effectiveness
is calculated by dividing the net annual costs, $87,974/yr, by
the estimated annual em ssions reduction, 11.2 M/ year, which
yi el ds approxi mately $7, 900/ My.

The EPA understands that the cost-effectiveness varies
for specific chem cals and specific storage vessels. However,
the decision to establish a standard above the MACT floor is
based on the average cost-effectiveness, not on the cost-
ef fectiveness of an individual chemcal. The corrected val ue
of $7,900/ My, based on the commenter's (A-90-19: |V-D68)
provi ded data is not unreasonably higher than the average
cost-effectiveness val ue of $3,400/My cited in the proposal
BID. Therefore, the EPA will not revise the cost-
ef fecti veness val ue of $3,400/ My devel oped for the proposed
rule. The EPA maintains that this is a reasonable cost for
controls above the MACT fl oor.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-21: 1V-D-1) requested that
t he vapor pressure cutoff for determ nation of Goup 1 status
of storage vessels at new sources be increased to 5.2 kPa for
vessels with capacity greater than 151 cubic neters. The
commenter (A-90-21: [V-D-1) questioned the need to require
control of vessels storing chemcals with vapor pressures
bel ow 5.2 kPa, stating that em ssions from such vessels would
be low The commenter (A-90-21: |1V-D-1) specifically
objected to the fact that formal dehyde storage woul d be
subject to the rule. The comenter (A-90-21: [1V-D1)

2A 3-76



reasoned that closed-vent systens and control devices would be
very expensive, and floating roofs would be inpossible to use
because formal dehyde is stored in heated and agitated vessels.
The comenter (A-90-21: 1V-D-1) explained that the
concentration of HAP in the head space over a liquid with such
a | ow vapor pressure would be very low, offering no fuel value
such that thermal destruction would require the added expense
of supplenmental fuel. The commenter (A-90-21: 1V-D-1) also
stated that the use of wet scrubbers on | ow concentration vent
streans is generally not efficient, and consistent achi evenent
of 95-percent renoval of total organic HAP em ssions woul d be
unlikely. The commenter (A-90-21: [V-D-1) further reasoned
that, since floating roofs may not be used on fornal dehyde,

t hose vessels located at a distance fromcontrol devices would
require investnent in extensive piping and bl ower systens.

Response: | n proposing the vapor pressure threshold of
0.7 kPa for large storage vessels at new sources, the EPA
considered the cost of control. For storage vessels that wll
store liquids inconpatible with an alum num fl oati ng deck
(e.g., formal dehyde), the EPA assigned and costed a cl osed-
vent system and control device (i.e., refrigerated condenser).
The EPA determ ned that the cost of requiring control devices
i's reasonabl e, given the em ssion reduction achieved.

The comenter (A-90-21: 1V-D-21) did not supply any data
indicating that a control device would be nore expensive for a
storage vessel storing formal dehyde than for a storage vesse
storing other HAP liquids inconpatible with alum num
Therefore, the EPA sees no need to change the proposed vapor
pressure cutoff of 0.7 kPa for |arge storage vessels at new
sour ces.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D97) asserted that
t he vapor pressure threshold for |arge existing tanks shoul d
be raised to 1.0 psia and for large new tanks to 0.5 psia.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-97) explained that the economc
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anal ysis associated with the nodel tanks in the proposal BID
contain underesti mates of cost and overesti mtes of the
savings. Section 3.2.1 of this BID volume |lists specific cost
exanpl es provided by the coomenter (A-90-19: 1V-D97).

Response: As discussed in section 3.2.1 of this BID
vol unme, the EPA revised sone of the assunptions in the cost
anal ysis for storage vessels. As a result, the average cost-
ef fecti veness of the selected vapor pressure threshold for
MACT for | arge storage vessels at existing sources increased
only slightly, from $1,500/ My at proposal to $2,000/ My at
pronul gati on.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D103) contended
that the EPAis required by the Act to regul ate new and
exi sting storage vessels with capacities of 25,000 to
40, 000 gal l ons containing organic HAP's with vapor pressures
of 10.3 kPa or greater, rather than 13.1 kPa or greater. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-103) explained that Texas, which
presumably has nore than 12 percent of the nation's storage
vessels, requires control of such tanks. The commenter added
that Congress did not intend for the EPA to consider "econom c
efficiency” in regulatory deci si on-nmaki ng.

Response: The EPA wishes to clarify that although Texas
has nore than 12 percent of the storage vessels in the SOCM,
it does not necessarily follow that these 12 percent of SOCM
vessels all are in the size category between 25,000 and
40, 000 gal l ons capacity. The EPA found the MACT fl oor for
both new and existing sources in the smaller size category to
be 13.1 kPa and determ ned any additional control above the
MACT fl oor not to be cost-effective. Contrary to the
commenter's statenent, the EPA is directed to consider cost-
ef fecti veness when consi dering whether to establish a MACT
standard above the MACT fl oor.
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3.3.2 Goup 1/Goup 2 Determ nation
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) stated that
t he EPA should include turnover rate as a criterion in the
determnation of Goup 1/Goup 2 status for storage vessels.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) clained that the EPA
overesti mted tank em ssions and therefore underesti mated the
cost per Mg of em ssion reductions by basing the analysis on a
wor st case turnover factor.

Response: In order to include turnover rate in the
determ nation of Goup 1/Goup 2 status for storage vessels, a
source woul d need to be able to ensure its turnover rate for
each vessel. The EPA based the anal ysis on worst-case
turnover rates (e.g., ranging from 11l turnovers per year for
2,000, 000-gal l on tanks to 372 turnovers per year for
10, 000-gal | on tanks) because the EPA concluded that no
practical nethod exists for a source to ensure its turnover
rate.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-79; |V-D 86
| V-D-97) favored use of a nmass emission limt and/or
concentration cutoff, as alternatives to storage vessel size
and vapor pressure, for Goup 1/ Goup 2 status determ nation
for the storage vessel provisions.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-86; |IV-D97) contended
that the cost of controlling smaller tanks with the specified
RCT is unjustified. The two comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D-86
| V-D-97) maintained that the HON proposal BID states that
em ssions fromsnmaller tanks are half the em ssions fromthe
nodel tank. Both commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-86; |V-D97)
consi dered concentration, mass, or flows nore appropriate.

Response: The EPA had considered the option of using a
concentration threshold or mass emssion limt as the format
for the storage vessel standard; however, the EPA concl uded
that this format either would result in higher cost or would
be technically infeasible.
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The EPA concluded that establishing an emssion |imt for
| FR st orage vessels would be econom cally infeasible.

Equi ppi ng each storage vessel with a capture and stack system
woul d require that the vessel vents be sealed and that the

em ssions be transported to a neasurenent system |n nost
cases, the closure of the vessel vents would require the
vessel to be blanketed with inert gas to prevent the formation
of explosive flanmmable m xtures in the vessel or the

measur enent system This would be econom cally inpracticable
considering that the sole purpose of the systemwould be for
em ssions testing.

The EPA concluded that establishing an emssion |imt for
EFR vessel s would be technically infeasible. It is
technol ogically inpossible to equip EFR vessels with a cl osed-
vent system because these vessels are open to the atnosphere.
Whereas it is possible to equip EFR vessels with fixed roofs,
such a change woul d convert the vessels into | FR vessels, and
the rationale for not establishing an emssion limt for |IFR
vessels would still hold.

The EPA concluded that establishing an emssion |imt for
storage vessels that are controlled with cl osed-vent systens
and control devices would be inpracticable due to the
considerable variability in nmass em ssions fromfixed roof
vessels. Mass em ssions fromthese vessels vary as a function
of vessel capacity, vapor pressure of the stored |iquid,
nmol ecul ar wei ght of the stored liquid, and utilization rate of
the storage vessel. Because of the wide variation in the
anount of em ssions of HAP vapors, a nmass emssion limt could
not be selected that would be achievable on a worst-case basis
(i.e., large vessel capacity, high vapor pressure, and high
utilization rate), and at the sanme time would not allow the
construction of closed-vent systens and control devices that
are less effective than MACT for other vessels.
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The EPA di sagrees with the comment (A-90-19: |V-D 86;
| V-D-97) that the cost of controlling smaller tanks with the
specified RCT is unjustified. In the analysis to determ ne
the MACT floor |evel of control for storage vessels, the EPA
di vi ded the popul ati on of nodel vessels into three size
ranges: small, nmedium and large. For the small and nedi um
si ze ranges, the EPA concluded that both new and existing
storage vessels should be controlled at the MACT fl oor |evel,
which is the | east stringent |evel of control allowed by
section 112 of the Act. The EPA chose not to establish
em ssion control requirenments nore stringent than the MACT
floor for new and existing small and nedi um st orage vessel s
because the costs were consi dered high given the very smal
potential em ssion reductions.

Regardi ng the coment (A-90-19: [V-D-86; |V-D-97) that
the HON proposal BID states that em ssions fromsmaller tanks
are half the em ssions fromthe nodel tank, the EPA assunes
that this is a m sunderstanding on the part of the comenter.
The EPA considers this statenent inaccurate.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) objected to
t he proposed provision that vapor pressure determ nation be
based on true vapor pressure. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-58) asserted that the vapor pressure value for
Goup 1/ Goup 2 determ nation should rather be based on a
normal i zed tenperature val ue, such as 70 OF. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58) acknow edged that normalizing tenperature
may require different vapor pressure values according to
geographic region to reflect tenperature differences between
climtes. The comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-58) reasoned that the
true vapor pressure could vary for a product dependi ng on
storage conditions, thus pushing the maxi numtrue vapor
pressure above a HON applicability threshold for vapor
pressure. The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) reasoned that a
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normal i zed val ue woul d avoi d changes that tenperature effects
coul d have on control requirenents.

Response: The EPA concl uded that one vapor pressure
val ue based on maxi mumtrue vapor pressure is the nost
practical format for the provisions. The commenter's
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58) suggestion to establish regional vapor
pressure val ues according to a nornalized tenperature does not
address those storage vessels that store liquid HAP' s bel ow or
above the anbient tenperature. Furthernore, devel oping
mul ti pl e vapor pressure val ues accordi ng to geographic region
woul d add unnecessary conplication to the storage provisions.

The EPA considered the commenter's (A-90-19: 1V-D-58)
concern that, because tenperature varies fromyear to year,
t he maxi mnumtrue vapor pressure will vary enough to affect the
control requirenents necessary to conply fromyear to year
with the HON provisions. However, the EPA has determ ned that
the | ocal maxi mum nonthly average tenperature, by which the
maxi mum true vapor pressure is determned for the purpose of
G oup 1/ Goup 2 determ nation, does not vary enough year to
year to change the maxi mumtrue vapor pressure enough to
affect a storage vessel's Goup 1/Goup 2 status or specific
control requirenents under the HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) contended
that the proper basis for determning Goup 1/ Goup 2 status
is not the true vapor pressure of the organic HAP being stored
but rather the partial pressure of the conponent of concern in
t he vapor above the liquid. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33)
defined the partial pressure as equivalent to the vapor
pressure of the conponent of concern, nultiplied by the
concentration of the conponent of concern in nole fraction,
mul tiplied by the activity coefficient for the conponent of
concern in the liquid mxture. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D- 33) suggested rewording for proposed 863.119(a)(1) and
(2) and 863.120(b) (1) of subpart G
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-33) that the regul ation should be based on the
equilibriumpartial pressure exerted by the total organic
HAP's in the stored liquid. Both the proposed and pronul gat ed
versions of the HON include this specification in the
definition of "maxi mumtrue vapor pressure” in 863.111 of
subpart G
3.4 COVPLI ANCE
3.4.1 Ceneral

Comment: Regarding the conpliance requirenments for
cl osed-vent systens and control devices, one conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-89) contended that smaller conbustion devices
with a mninmnumresidence tinme of 0.5 seconds and a m ni mum
t enperature of 560 OC should neet the 95-percent em ssion
reducti on requirenent.

Response: The EPA concl uded that the m ni numresidence
time of 0.75 seconds and m ni mum tenperature of 816 OC
specified in the storage provisions in 863.120(d)(1)(i)(B) for
encl osed conbustion devices should be replaced with a m ni num
residence tinme of 0.5 seconds and a m ni num t enper at ure of
760 OC. The EPA is reducing the residence tine and
tenperature in the storage provisions for control devices in
order to make the storage provisions consistent with the
transfer and wastewater provisions in the HON. |In review ng
t he proposed provisions for the three em ssion points, the EPA
determ ned that two sets of mninumresidence tinme and
tenperature requirenents had been proposed for the three
em ssion points, and both sets of requirenents were intended
to achieve greater than or equal to 95 percent em ssion
reduction. The EPA chose the | east stringent of the proposed
requi renents for control devices utilized on storage vessels,
as specified above.

This change to the m ni mum resi dence tine incorporates
the comenter's ( A-90-19: [V-D-89) suggested m ni num
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residence tine. However, the EPA concluded that it would not
reduce the mninmumtenperature to 560 ©C. The data currently
avai l able to the EPA supports a mninmumtenperature of 760 OC
but does not support or refute the commenter's suggestion of
560 OC. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) did not provide
supporting data to the EPA

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D78) requested
that the storage vessel provisions requiring a closed-vent
system and control device include the option of conplying with
a 20 ppnv outlet concentration |[imt as an alternative to the
95-percent reduction requirenent. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-78) reasoned that the proposed provisions for other
em ssion points included an outlet concentration limt in
addition to a percent reduction requirenent.

Response: The EPA did not specifically require a 20 ppnv
outl et concentration as an RCT for storage vessels because
this type of RCT would require a nore rigorous analysis,
including a performance test. The HON storage provisions
require only a design evaluation for any control devices
utilized to neet the 95-percent em ssion reduction standard.
The EPA maintains that there is no reason to increase the
stringency of the storage provisions by requiring a
performance test to conply with an RCT. Furthernore, the EPA
woul d consider it unreasonable to denonstrate conpliance with
a performance test because the flow of organic HAP into a
control device froma storage vessel is highly variable.

The EPA interpreted the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-78) to
be concerned that a source would be required to submt two
separate initial conpliance reports for a control device
utilized for both storage vessel and process vent emni ssions,
in which case the HON m ght appear to require a source to
submt both a design evaluation for storage show ng 95-percent
em ssion reduction and a perfornmance test for process vents
showi ng 98- percent em ssion reduction. The EPA does not
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intend to require this redundant reporting. The EPA has added
a provision to 863.120(d)(1) of the final rule that allows a
source to submt, in place of a design evaluation, the results
froma performance test that are submtted as part of the
Notification of Conpliance Status for conpliance with the
process vent, transfer, or wastewater provisions of the HON
The results of the performance test nust denonstrate that the
control device achieves the em ssion reduction | evel required
by the storage provisions.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-77) interpreted
t he proposed provision in 863.119(b)(2) to preclude norma
operation of a storage tank's liquid | evel below that at which
an |FR rests upon its | eg supports. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-77) clainmed that this requirement would anpbunt to an
approximate 5 to 20 percent loss in working inventory capacity
in tanks ranging from1l0 to 40 feet tall, assum ng a typical
| eg support height of 2 feet. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-77) indicated that the liquid level is not routinely kept
at the O to 2 foot |level range and that operating at this | ow
level is not a wise use of equipnment resources, but that a
smal |l fraction of the operating tine sone tanks do fall to
this | evel by design because a storage vessel is an
inventorying vessel with the intent of matching variable flows
to steady fl ows.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D77) contended that the EPA
had not fully considered the econom c and environnental inpact
associated wth the provision. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-77) contended that the EPA should re-eval uate these
i npacts and include the cost of, and marginally increased air
em ssions associated with, new tanks built to recover the | ost
inventory capacity. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D77)
reasoned that the operating limtation in 863.119(b)(2) would
wor sen em ssions by its inclusion as opposed to its om ssion
fromthe rule and contended that the costs and operating
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managenent burden associated with the provision were not

justified.

Response: The EPA has concl uded that the provision in
the HON that requires that "the process of filling, enptying,
or refilling" a storage vessel shall be "continuous and shal

be acconplished as soon as possible" during tines when "the
floating roof is resting on the | eg supports” will not cause a

reduction in a source's inventory capacity and will not
precl ude normal operation of a storage vessel. As stated by
the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77), nornmal operation of a

storage vessel does not involve routinely resting the floating
deck on the leg supports. The EPA agrees with the commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) that routinely resting the deck on the |eg
supports would not be a w se use of the equi pnent or storage
space. The intent of the requirenment is to ensure that al
facilities establish the standard operating practice of not
resting the deck on the I eg supports and m nim ze the anount
of tinme that the deck does rest on the | eg supports.

The EPA would like to clarify the wording of the

provi sions, that the process of filling, enptying, or
refilling "shall be continuous and shall be acconplished as
soon as possible.” This phrase inplies that the activity of
filling, refilling, or enptying a vessel nust neet both
criteria (i.e., "continuous" and "as soon as possible"). The

phrase "as soon as possible” is included in the provisions to
account for situations where a source has difficulty with
continuously filling, refilling, or enptying a vessel. The
interpretation of the phrase will ultimtely be determ ned by
the inplenmenting agency. Additionally, the EPA added a note
prior to both paragraphs (b)(1) and (c)(3) of 863.119 of the
final rule that clarifies the nmeaning of this regul ation

| anguage, which states that the intent of the provisions is to
avoi d having a vapor space between the floating roof and the
stored liquid for extended peri ods.
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3.4.2 Routine Mintenance

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D 33
IV-D-34; IV-D-69; IV-D-73; IV-D-79; IV-D-86; |IV-D-89; |V-D92;
IV-D-97; IV-D112; 1V-D-113) (A-90-21: 1V-D-7; IV-D17)

asserted that the allowance in the proposed storage vessel

provi sions of 72 hours for routine maintenance of a cl osed-
vent system and control device is insufficient. Several
comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-34; I1V-D-69; I1V-D79) (A-90-21

| V-D-7) made the general statenent that repair of various
control devices, including flares, incinerators, boilers,

t hermal oxidizers, and water scrubbers, would require nore
than the 72 hours per repair or per year. Three comenters
(A-90-19: IV-D-34; IV-D-112) (A-90-21: |1V-D-7) stated that
boilers and incinerators require tinme for a systematic

cool down period, for obtaining safety approval to open and
enter the conbustion chanber, and for start-up w thout
damaging the unit, in addition to the tinme required for
checking and replacing parts. Three commenters (A-90-19:
|V-D-32; 1V-D-86; |1V-D-97) stated that maintenance of a flare
may require up to 7 to 10 days per year. One commenter
(A-90-21: 1V-D-17) indicated that rebricking a thernal
oxi di zer occurs approximtely once every three years and
requires at |east one week. One commenter (A-90-21: |V-D17)
i ndi cated that many States require an annual inspection of
boilers, and this inspection itself requires nore than

72 hours. One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-89) stated that five
days or nore would be required to enpty a | arge storage vessel
for the purposes of routine maintenance due to limted
tankage. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D113) indicated that,
for certain chemcals such as styrene, there are speci al

mai nt enance procedures that increase the tinme required to
performthe mai ntenance. Three comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32
| V-D-34) (A-90-21: 1V-D-17) stated that 72 hours woul d be
adequate for many typical procedures; for replacing a burned
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tip on a flare; for perform ng one mai ntenance incident for an
i ncinerator; or for maintenance of sinple equipnment such as
activated carbon beds. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32)
stated that the HON rul e should provide an incentive for
facilities to conplete such nmai ntenance procedures as quickly
as practicabl e.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; 1V-D33; |V-D 34,
IV-D-69; IV-D-73; IV-D-79; I1V-D-86; IV-D-89; IV-D-92; |V-D 97;
| V-D-112; IV-D113) (A-90-21: IV-D-7; IV-D17) suggested
vari ous ways to change the provisions to accommodate the need
for additional maintenance tine. Several commenters (A-90-19:
IV-D-69; IV-D-86; IV-D-89; IV-D-97; IV-D112; |1V-D113)
(A-90-21: 1V-D-7) suggested alternative limts for routine
mai nt enance, including 10 days, 1 week, and 148 hours, with 10
days being the nost common suggestion. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-34) noted that alimt of 10 days per year for
mai nt enance has been incorporated by States into incinerator
air permts.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-73; 1V-D-89; |IV-D 112)
(A-90-21: 1V-D-17) suggested allow ng extensions for routine
mai nt enance. Three of the comenters (A-90-19: [V-D 73;
| V-D-112); (A-90-21: [1V-D-17) recomended allowi ng the State
or local permtting authority to grant extensions. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-89) stated that the HON shoul d
i ncl ude provisions for extensions. Two commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-89) (A-90-21: 1V-D17) reasoned that all ow ng extensions
woul d be consistent with other air regul ations, such as NSPS,
and current State agency practices which have proved effective
at granting variances wthin a reasonable tine frane.

Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-97) (A-90-21:
| V-D-17) suggested requiring that storage vessels not be
filled during periods of routine maintenance that exceed the
72-hour limt. However, the comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-97); (A-90-21: 1V-D-17) stressed that sources should be
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allowed to maintain a constant liquid level in the tank or to
lower the liquid |level during this period.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D33) suggested that the 72-
hour limt be applicable only to tinmes during routine
mai nt enance when a storage vessel is being filled wth organic
HAP. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D33) provided an exanpl e
cal cul ation of breathing versus working | osses indicating that
if working | osses were restricted, total em ssions based on
breat hing | osses would be very low. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-33) also indicated that if the EPA changed the 72-hour
[imt to apply only to periods during routine maintenance when
a vessel is being filled with organic HAP, this 72-hour
al | owance shoul d be applied to and tracked for each storage
vessel separately in order to accommpdate tank farns served by
one control device.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-86; IV-D-92; |1V-D97)
suggested that the 72-hour |imt be replaced with a provision
that specifies perform ng maintenance as required by the
manuf acturer of the control device. Two commenters (A-90-109:
|V-D-73; 1V-D-79) suggested that there be no limt for
routi ne mai ntenance. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D 34)
suggested replacing the 72-hour Ilimt with a specific limt
for each type of control technol ogy, such as 240 hours per
year for incinerators.

Several commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-79; 1V-D-86; |IV-D92
| V-D-97) (A-90-21: |V-D7) interpreted the 72-hour Iimt to
apply to all nmaintenance, including non-routine maintenance.
Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-86; |IV-D97) suggested that the
rul e require docunentation of all periods when equipnent is
not operating properly, rather than establishing alimt. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-79) suggested that the rule should
i ncl ude provisions for unforeseen circunstances, such as
natural disasters, which would require control devices to be
out of comm ssion for repair for periods of tinme in excess of
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72 hours. Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-86; |1V-D92;
| V-D-97) were concerned that the 72-hour Iimt would require
equi pnent to operate nore than 99 percent of the tine.
Response: The EPA wishes to clarify that "routine
mai ntenance,” as it is referred to in the storage provisions,
refers to planned, routine maintenance of control devices,
excl udi ng unpl anned repairs due to mal function. Several
commenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-79; IV-D-86; IV-D-92; |1V-D97)
(A-90-21: 1V-D-7) interpreted the proposed 72-hour limt for
routi ne mai ntenance to apply to non-routine maintenance such
as mal functions and repair due to natural disasters as well as
to routine nmai ntenance. The HON storage provisions include
provisions in 863.119(e)(5) of subpart G for control system
mal function. These provisions specify that in the event of a
cl osed-vent systemor control device mal function, the system
is not required to neet the specifications in 863.119(e)(1) or
(e)(2). This provision inplies that control systens are not
required to operate nore than 99 percent of the tinme, as three
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-86; I1V-D-92; 1V-D-97) stated. The
EPA has clarified the |language in the rule by changi ng each
reference to "routine maintenance" to "planned routine
mai nt enance" .
Regardi ng the issue of routine maintenance, the EPA has
concl uded that the proposed 72-hour allowance for routine
mai nt enance i s i nadequate. After reevaluating the avail able
information, the EPA determ ned that increasing the tine
al l onance to 240 hours per year (i.e., 10 days per year) would
be the nost reasonabl e approach to address the need for nore
time to conplete routine mai ntenance, and woul d be consi stent
wth State air permtting activities. The EPA did not choose
either of the other two approaches suggested by the commenters
because of the additional burden associated with them
Specifically, requiring that storage vessels not be filled
during any routine mai ntenance exceeding 72 hours woul d
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require the addition of equipnent to nonitor the liquid |evel
for enforcenent purposes. Further, allow ng for extensions
for routine maintenance beyond the 72 hours would require
added reporting burden for both sources and inpl enenting
agenci es.

While the EPA is allowing sources to utilize the ful
240 hours to performroutine maintenance on each control
device, the EPA dos not expect that sources will utilize al
240 hours for all control devices, because nany types of
control devices do not require this nuch mai ntenance tinme per
year. The EPA has included provisions in the regul ation that
make sources accountable for their utilization of this
al l omance. Sources are required to periodically (i.e., every
si x nmonths) report the routine maintenance perfornmed during
the previous six nonths, including the anount of tine used to
conplete that routine nmai ntenance, and the routine mai ntenance
that is planned for the follow ng six nonths.

Regardi ng the coment that it takes five days to enpty a
tank for routine nmaintenance, for any storage vessel that nust
be enptied before routine nmai ntenance is perforned
(i.e., storage vessels for which there are no organi c HAP
vapor bypass capabilities), the owner or operator wll not
need any all owance for tine to performroutine maintenance
because there will be no additional em ssions during the
routi ne mai ntenance operation. The control device may be
operating while the tank is being enptied and degassed, and
once the storage vessel is enptied and degassed there will be
no em ssions fromthe storage vessel. Therefore, the length
of time of the allowance for routine maintenance does not
apply to those cases where a storage vessel is enptied and
degassed for routine maintenance of the control device.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D97) contended
that the storage vessel provisions should clearly state that
routine defrosting of refrigeration systens is not considered
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part of the 72 hours of routine maintenance. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-97) explained that this routine operation is
typically done during the norning hours for one hour, on a
daily basis, and is not done during the maxi mum representative
condi ti ons.

Response: The EPA considers routine defrosting of
refrigeration systens to be a process integral to the
operation of a condenser unit rather than routine maintenance
for a condenser unit. For those sources that choose to have a
backup unit to operate while defrosting the main condenser
unit, the defrosting cycle would not result in increased
em ssions. However, for those sources that do not choose to
have a backup condenser unit, the refrigerated condenser unit
must be designed to achieve a 95-percent reduction in total
organi ¢ HAP em ssions, including the tinme that the unit is
undergoi ng the routine defrosting. A source is required to
denonstrate any refrigeration system s 95-percent renova
efficiency in either a design evaluation or a perfornmance
test.

3.4.3 Conpliance Schedul e

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D73;

| V-D-97) expressed support for the proposed provision to allow

an extension for upgrading seals for EFR s not neeting the
required standard as specified in 863.119(c)(1). One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-97) stated that because many process
units are served by only a few tanks, any tank outage could
shut down the process unit. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D97)
i ndicated that allow ng an extension for upgrading the seals
could alleviate scheduling problens. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-97) stated that the environment woul d not be conprom sed
by this delay. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D 32)
expl ai ned that the em ssions from enptying, cleaning, and
degassi ng an EFR tank coul d exceed the em ssions reduction
achi eved by the seal upgrade.
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Four comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-58; |V-D 64;
| V-D-73) requested that the sane extension allowed for EFR s
al so be allowed for IFR s that have a vapor nounted primary
seal to retrofit a secondary seal or a liquid nounted primary
seal. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D73) expl ained
that a vapor nmounted primary seal has been installed on many
vessels to conply with NSPS in 40 CFR subparts K and Ka and
State and local rules. The comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32
| V-D-73) asserted that the incremental benefits and costs of
maki ng such an upgrade within 3 years of pronul gati on do not
justify this requirenent. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D73)
mai ntai ned that if the EPA requires the seal upgrades within
only 3 years, the nunber of storage vessels involved, the
cost, and the disruption to plant operations and possibly
delivery will be greater than estimated in the proposal BID
The ot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) nmaintained that,
because the potential em ssion reduction fromupgrading |FR
seals is lower than the potential em ssion reduction from
upgr adi ng EFR seals (roughly 18 percent conpared to 25 to
30 percent), it should be reasonable to allow a sim/lar
extension for both | FR vessels and EFR vessel s.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-86; IV-D-97) stated that
t he sane extension should be allowed for conversion of any
tank to an I FR or EFR

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-103) objected to the
proposed extension of up to 10 years for upgrading seals on
EFR s. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-103) explained that EFR
vessel s have hi gher em ssion rates conpared to | FR vessels and
that it is inportant that the seals on EFR s be upgraded as
expeditiously as possible. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 103)
suggested all owi ng a maxi num extensi on of five years after
pronul gati on for upgrading seals on EFR s

Response: Storage vessels are routinely enptied and
degassed on a 10-year cycle in order for the owner or operator
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to conduct inspections for corrosion, weld failures, and
standard APl operating practices; and to renove sludge. This
10-year cl eaning and degassi ng schedul e for perform ng storage
vessel inspections is part of the floor |level of control for
storage vessels at existing sources. |If the final rule were
to require sources to upgrade the seal or fittings on an
existing IFR wth an existing vapor-nounted seal within the
3-year conpliance period, sources would not likely be able to
coordinate the activities of upgrading the seal or fittings
and perform ng the standard 10-year inspection. As a result,
sources would be required to clean and degas a storage vessel
tw ce over a 10-year period, resulting in greater organic HAP
em ssions than the em ssion reductions that would then be
achi eved by the upgraded seals or fittings.

As stated above, the logistics of inspecting and
servicing storage vessels according to the standard 10-year
schedul e are too conplex to accommodate changes to the 10-year
schedule. The final rule will be affecting very large tank
farms, and each cl eaning and degassing event will require that
tank farns be taken out of service over a period of tine,
causi ng process unit shutdowns and affecting production
cycles. Consequently, each additional cleaning and degassing
woul d represent a significant burden and added costs to the
SOCM industry, which is already being required by the rule to
control |arge storage vessels at a | evel above the fl oor.

For the reasons stated above, previous rul emaki ngs have
al | oned del ays for upgrading the seals on floating roofs of
storage vessels at existing sources, with the intention of
avoi di ng premature storage vessel cleaning and degassing. The
EPA wi shes to uphold this intent in the final rule. The EPA
has concl uded that the 10-year extension provided in the
proposed rule for upgrading the seals of EFR s is al so
appropriate for IFR s that are equi pped with a vapor-nount ed
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primary seal and no secondary seal [see 863.119(b)(3)(iv) of
subpart G of the final rule.]

Regardi ng the coment (A-90-19: [V-D-103) that the
extension for upgrading seals on EFR s in the proposed
863.119(c)(1)(v) of subpart G should be reduced fromten years
to five years, the EPA would like to clarify that, as
expl ai ned above for IFR s, the 10-year extension was chosen
because it is standard practice for sources to service storage
vessels every 10 years. Requiring a shorter conpliance period
such as the suggested five years would result in additional
HAP em ssions from EFR storage vessels due to additiona
st orage vessel enptying and degassi ngs.

In the final rule, a 10-year extension is allowed only
for EFR storage vessels that are already equi pped with one of
the following three seal configurations: (1) a vapor-nounted
primary seal and secondary seal; (2) a |liquid-nounted primary
seal; or (3) a netallic shoe primary seal [see
863.119(c)(1)(iv) and (c)(1)(v) of subpart G of the final
rule]. An extension is not allowed for EFR storage vessels
equi pped only with a vapor-nounted primary seal and no
secondary seal. In order to ensure that a single |iquid-
mounted or netallic shoe primary seal and no secondary seal is
effectively reducing HAP em ssions, the EPAis requiring in
the final rule that seal gap neasurenents of the primary sea
be performed at | east once per year, rather than once every
five years.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-58; |V-D 64;
| V-D-73) stated that an extension should also be allowed for
the upgrading of IFR fittings, since controls cannot be
installed until the vessel has been enptied and degassed. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) specifically requested an
extension for equipping sanple wells with slit fabric covers.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) noted that, although
controlled fittings are currently required in 40 CFR part 60
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subpart Kb, subpart Kb only applies to new tanks. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) stressed that it would be
environnmental | y and economically counterproductive to require
exi sting vessels equipped wwth IFR s in good condition to be
renmoved from service, cleaned, and degassed just to change a
deck fitting such as a sanple or gauging well or seal

mechani smwi thin the 3-year conpliance period. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) argued that it would be nore
environnmental |y beneficial for avail able resources to be used
to install floating roofs where they do not currently exist
rather than to gain a small em ssion reduction by upgrading
seals and fittings.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) requested that the EPA
revise the proposed requirenent for providing projections
below the liquid | evel for openings on noncontact EFR s. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) explained that the increnenta
benefit of conmplying with this requirenent for existing
storage vessels is not justified because the vessel s nust
first be renoved from service and degassed. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D73) suggested that the proposed provision
apply only to new or replacenent EFR s or that an extension be
al l owed for existing storage vessels until the next tinme the
vessel is out of service, or ten years after pronul gation,
whi chever is earlier.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters (A-90-19:
|V-D-58; IV-D-64; IV-D-73) that, if an extension is allowed
for upgrading seals on IFR s, then the sane extension should
be allowed for upgrading the fittings for the IFR s, because
many of the fitting upgrades will require that the storage
vessel s be enptied and degassed. The EPA al so agrees that an
ext ensi on should be allowed for providing projections bel ow
the liquid level for openings on noncontact EFR s. As
descri bed above for extending the conpliance schedule for
upgradi ng certain seal configurations on IFR s, the EPA
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determ ned that it would be unreasonable to require a cl eaning
and degassing within 3 years of pronulgation solely for the
pur pose of upgrading the fittings on an IFR or for providing
projections belowthe liquid |evel for non-contact EFR s
because such requirenments would result in additional organic
HAP em ssions and additional costs. The EPA added | anguage to
the storage provisions in 8863.119(c)(5)(viii) and
63.119(c)(2)(xii) of subpart Gto allow these extensions.
3.4.4 1nspections and Delay of Repair

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D73) expressed
support for the delay-of-repair provisions in proposed

863.120(f)(2)(iii) of subpart G for storage vessel closed-vent
systens. The commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D 73) explained that
nost cl osed-vent systens cannot be repaired within 15 days
because nost of them serve nultiple em ssion points and
process equi pnent which nmust first be shut down. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-78) inplied that clarification was
needed regarding the actions that nust be taken if a cl osed-
vent system has detectabl e em ssions greater than 500 ppnv.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D78) suggested that the storage
vessel provisions appear to inply that if repair of such a

cl osed-vent systemis not conpleted within 15 cal endar days,
then the storage vessel nust be enptied and degassed. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-78) suggested that in cases where a
cl osed-vent systemis found to have em ssions greater than

500 ppnv, a delay of repair should be granted, upon reasonable
request, during which time a facility can continue storage and

use of tank contents, as long as no additional filling
activities occur. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D 78) explained
that the greatest em ssions occur during filling. The

commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-78) stated that if the EPA does not
al l ow such a delay and the storage vessel nust be enptied, the
result would be an excessive burden for facilities and

possi bly overall greater em ssions.
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Response: The EPA would like to clarify that, in the
proposed provisions, delay of repair is allowed if one of the
followwng is true: (1) repair would be technically infeasible
W t hout a process unit shutdown; or (2) em ssions of purged
material resulting fromimredi ate repair would be greater than
the fugitive emssions likely to result fromdelay of repair.
According to the proposed provisions, if one of those two
criteria were net, then repair could be del ayed, upon request,
until the end of the next process unit shutdown. |If a source
does not neet one of these criteria, the source will not get a
delay for repair of the closed-vent system For these
sources, the EPA does not consider the cost of tenporary
alternate storage capacity to be unreasonable if repair of the
cl osed-vent system cannot be conpleted within 15 days.

The del ay of repair provisions have been noved to a new
section (863.148) of subpart G of the rule, which includes al
provi si ons concerni ng cl osed-vent systens that were previously
| ocated in the storage provisions.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |1V-D 113)
expressed support for the proposed provisions which would
all ow two 30-day extensions to repair equipnent failures that
are di scovered during annual inspection of an | FR or 5-year
i nspection of an EFR. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) gave
exanpl es of circunmstances that could prevent facilities from
being able to conplete repairs during the initial 45 days:

(1) lack of alternate storage capacity and (2) safety

consi derations such as tank shell corrosion restricting safe
access to the tank roof and exposure of repair personnel to
har nful vapors.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-92) (A-90-21: 1V-D1)
requested that the overall period for repair of floating roofs
be | engt hened from 45 days plus two 30-day extensions to a
period of 90 days plus two 45-day extensions. One comrenter
(A-90-21: 1V-D-1) explained that the | onger repair period
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woul d ensure that facilities could do repairs during the
common down periods, Christmas and July 4th holidays. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-92) explained that tank seals
typically cannot be obtained within 45 days fromthe suppliers
and there are storage/ degradation problens if spares are
stored on site. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) added that
it would be very difficult to enpty tanks because SOCM
facilities do not have spare tankage.

Response: The EPA established the schedul e of a maxi num
of 90 days for conpleting repairs of floating roofs based on a
reasonabl e estimate of the tinme sources would require to order
and install needed parts. This sane schedule for repair is
included in the National Em ssion Standard for Benzene
Em ssions from Benzene Storage Vessels (54 FR 38077,

Septenber 14, 1989) in subpart Y of 40 CFR part 61 and the

St andards of Performance for Volatile Organic Liquid Storage
Vessel s (52 FR 11429, April 8, 1987) in subpart Kb of 40 CFR
part 60. Based on discussions with vendors of |FR vessels,
parts for floating roofs are readily available and can be
ordered and received within two weeks. The EPA under stands
that certain types of seals (i.e., liquid-nmunted seals) are
bul ky and require too nuch space for storage on-site.

However, since the lead tinme for ordering and receiving parts
is relatively short, it is not necessary for sources to store
these parts on-site. For these reasons and because the EPA
recei ved support for the proposed repair schedule, the EPA has
retai ned the proposed repair schedule in the pronul gated

st andar d.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-21: 1V-D-1) urged the EPA
to reconsider the storage vessel provisions in proposed
863.120(a)(7) requiring needed repairs discovered during
internal 10-year inspections of an IFR to be conpl eted before
refilling of the storage vessel. The comenter (A-90-21:
| V-D-1) contended that the storage vessel provisions should
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allowrefilling prior to repair with repairs to be conpl eted
at a later date. The commenter (A-90-21: [V-D-1) explained
that, if spare parts were not readily available, |oss of
storage capacity could inhibit plant operation. The commenter
(A-90-21: 1V-D-1) suggested that, if a repair could not be
made before refilling a vessel, the operator be required to
provi de notice to the Adm nistrator of the reasons the repair
coul d not be achieved prior to refilling and that the operator
then have six nonths to conplete repair. The comrenter
(A-90-21: 1V-D-1) added that a six-nonth extension would
allow repairs to be conducted during comon down tines.

Response: As stated in a previous response in this
section, the EPA has concluded that spare parts for floating
roofs are readily available, and may be ordered and obtai ned
within two weeks. If this short-termloss of storage capacity
woul d inhibit plant operation, a facility may choose to rent
additional tankage in the interim However, the EPA does not
anticipate this schedule to be a problem This sanme schedul e
for repair is included in the National Em ssion Standard for
Benzene Em ssions from Benzene Storage Vessels (54 FR 38077,
Septenber 14, 1989) in subpart Y of 40 CFR part 61 and the
Standards of Performance for Volatile Oganic Liquid Storage
Vessel s (52 FR 11429, April 8, 1987) in subpart Kb of 40 CFR
part 60. Additionally, the EPA would consider it unreasonable
for a source to enpty and degas a storage vessel for its
10-year internal inspection, to refill the vessel w thout
conpleting repairs, and then to enpty and degas the vessel a
second time within six nonths to conplete the repair. This
addi tional degassing would be costly and would result in
addi ti onal HAP em ssions. For these reasons, the EPA is
retaining the repair schedul e specified in proposed
863.120(a)(7) for floating roofs.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D62) recommended
that internal inspections requiring enptying and degassi ng of
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| FR vessel s be required only once every 20 years, rather than
every 10 years. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D62) explained
that these internal inspections can be costly and dangerous,
and can result in additional em ssions of criteria pollutants
and HAP's fromthe degassed vessel. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-62) added that additional tankage may have to be built to
make up for |ost capacity. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D62)
al so clained that the cost to prepare a single storage vesse
can be as high as several hundred thousand dol |l ars.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-62) explained that a
20-year inspection schedule is part of an industry-recomended
practice, included in Arerican PetroleumlInstitute (API)

Bull etin 653, which requires that storage vessels undergo
internal inspections every 10 years, unless it can be
denonstrated that there are no corrosion problens, in which
case inspections take place every 20 years. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-62) suggested that coordination of such
corrosivity inspections wth the seal inspections of the HON
woul d provide an incentive for facilities to adopt inproved
storage vessel managenent practices and woul d reduce the cost
of conpliance.

Response: The EPA determ ned that storage vessels are
typically enptied, degassed, and cleaned every 5 to 10 years,
and that the 10-year internal inspection requirenent is not an
undue burden. The EPA determ ned that, in many cases,
alternate tankage will be available. Oherw se, additional
tankage may be rented. The EPA concl uded that the suggested
20-year inspection schedule for vessels where the source has
denonstrated that there are no corrosivity probl ens woul d not
be an acceptable substitute for internal inspections, which
ensure that the floating deck and seals are operating
properly.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-64; [V-D73)
stated that the applicability for an exenption frominspecting
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difficult-to-inspect closed-vent systens shoul d be based on
the status of the entire cl osed-vent system not on the status
of the storage vessel, as in proposed 863.120(f)(4)(ii). One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) explained that it is the cl osed-
vent system and not the storage vessel to which these proposed
provi sions would apply. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 64)
referred to the exenption as a "tenporary" exenption from
perform ng annual | eak inspections.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-73) suggested that this
exenption should apply to new cl osed-vent systens as well as
exi sting cl osed-vent systenms. The comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-73) explained that certain conmponents will continue to be
| ocated in difficult-to-inspect |ocations on new cl osed-vent
systens because these design |ocations serve a purpose. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) offered as an exanple that high
poi nt bl eeds, which are used for placing a piping systemin
service or taking it out of service, are frequently difficult
to inspect, and this type of conponent, by definition, nust be
| ocated at the high point in the piping system whether it is
a new or existing system The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D73)
further explained that the only way to make such a conponent
accessible, in sonme cases, is to build a very large platform
or scaffold. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D73) contended that
there would be little environnmental benefit fromrequiring
nmonitoring of these small conponents. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-73) suggested that paragraph (f)(4)(ii) of proposed
863. 120 be deleted fromthe storage vessel provisions.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-73) that there are sone types of equi pnment associ ated
wi th closed-vent systens that will be difficult to inspect
even in new sources. The EPA w il therefore apply the
difficult-to-inspect provisions for existing sources in the
proposed 863.120(f)(4) to storage vessels at new sources as
well. The EPA has omtted the provisions that limted this
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exenption only to storage vessels at existing sources.
Furthernore, in the final rule, the EPA has noved the
Met hod 21 | eak inspection provisions for closed-vent systens
associated wth storage vessels fromthe storage provisions
(i.e., 8863.119 through 63.123) to a new 863.148 of subpart G
This new section includes the Method 21 | eak inspection
provi sions for closed-vent systens associated with the
transfer and wastewater provisions as well the storage vessel
provi sions. The provisions for difficult- and unsafe-to-
i nspect parts are included in the new 863. 148 provisions for
em ssion points at both new and exi sting sources.
The EPA wi shes to clarify for the coomenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-64) that the exenption for difficult-to-inspect parts is
not a "tenporary" exenption. The exenption is associated with
a requirement to performa |ess frequent inspection of the
cl osed-vent system
Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 32) expressed
support for the provisions in 863.120(b)(7) of the proposed
HON al | ow ng an extension of the inspection period when an
owner or operator determnes that it is unsafe to performthe
seal gap neasurenents required under 863.120(b) for EFR
vessel s.
Response: The EPA agrees and appreciates this support.
Comment: One vendor (A-90-19: [V-D-8) provided
information to the EPA on a | eak detection device to be used
i nstead of Method 21 for conpliance with the inspection
provi sions for closed-vent systens. Qhers (A-90-109:
IV-D-14; IV-D-15; IV-D-17; 1V-D-18; 1V-D-19; |1V-D20; |V-D 23;
I|V-D-24; IV-D-25; IV-D-27; IV-D-28), (A-90-20: [|V-D 2;
| V-D-4) comment ed on procedures and requirenents of Method 21
Response: The EPA has provided a discussion on Method 21
and this alternate | eak detection device in section 5.0 of
this BID vol une.
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Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D32; |V-D 33;
| V-D-73) contended that the storage vessel provisions should
not include inspection requirenents for closed-vent systens.
The comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; |1V-D 73) suggested that,
instead, only the requirenents of subpart H should apply. The
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-73) added that, in order
to reduce confusion, the EPA should delete fromthe storage
provi sions the references to cl osed-vent systens having no
detectabl e em ssions. One commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D73)
suggested that the storage provisions state explicitly the
applicability of 8863.171 and 63.172 of subpart H for
monitoring all conponents of closed-vent systens for
det ect abl e em ssi ons.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-73) explained that in many
SOCM plants, there is one plant-w de cl osed-vent system and
that it is essential that the entire system be subject to only
one regul atory requirenent.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) also noted a difference
bet ween the inspection provisions for systens serving storage
vessels (subpart G and those serving process equi pnent
(subpart H. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) stated that
863.160(a) of the proposed subpart H sets a concentration
threshol d of applicability for 863.172, whereas there is no
concentration threshold of applicability for inspecting
cl osed-vent systens under the proposed storage vessel
provi sions. The commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-73) expressed
concern that for a single closed-vent systemthat serves both
st orage vessel s and process production equi pnment subject to
t he equi prment | eak provisions, the closed-vent systemthat
does not neet the concentration threshold for the equi pnment
| eak provision would be subject to inspection under the
st orage vessel provisions.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D32) questioned why cl osed-
vent systens for storage vessels were treated as different
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fromother types of equi pnment subject to subpart H and
asserted that there was no reason why cl osed-vent systens on
st orage vessels shoul d have a separate requirenent.

Response: The EPA reviewed the option of consolidating
all fugitive em ssion testing in subpart H However, due to
the structure of subpart H and to the different conpliance
schedul es for subparts G and H, incorporating the |eak
i nspection requirenents fromsubpart Ginto subpart H would
have generated additional confusion in the regul ated
comunity. The EPA agrees that the | eak inspection
requi renents which were located in separate sections for each
em ssion point in subpart G should be condensed into a single
section. Therefore, in the final rule, the EPA incorporated
all leak inspection provisions for subpart Ginto a new
section (863.148) of subpart G

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) pointed out
that, although the storage provisions in proposed
863.120(f)(5) of subpart Gindicate that any part of a closed-
vent system subject to subpart His not subject to subpart G
this override provision should also be included in
863.119(e) (1), which specifies the Method 21 nonitoring
requi renent.

Response: As summarized above, the proposed requirenents
in 863.120(f) of subpart G for closed-vent systens serving
storage vessels were noved to a new section (863.148) of
subpart G The new provisions in 863.148 have incorporated
the override provision that any part of a closed-vent system
subject to subpart His not subject to 863.148 of subpart G
3.5 RECORDKEEPI NG AND REPORTI NG

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D33; |V-D 64;
| V-D-73) contended that the notification requirenents for
refilling a vessel after an inspection and for performng a
seal gap neasurenent were unnecessarily burdensone and shoul d
be omtted fromthe storage vessel provisions. One comenter
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(A-90-19: 1V-D-32) nade the sane comrent concerning only the
notification requirenment for seal gap neasurenents. Two
comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; IV-D-73) reasoned that these
two notification requirenments would precipitate many
notifications that would sel dombe followed up with a
regul at ory agency observer being present. One conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32) contended that, specifically for seal gap
measurenents, it is highly unlikely that a regul atory agency
w Il have the resources to provide an observer for these
measurenents. One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-73) clained that
the two notification requirenents would nerely create an
opportunity for a finding of nonconpliance agai nst sources.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-64; 1V-D73) maintai ned
that regul atory agencies can request to be notified on a case-
by-case basis. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D64) suggested
that the HON should all ow sources to proceed with the planned
i nspections or nmeasurenents unless the regul atory agency has
asked to be notified. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 64)
remar ked that such a provision would protect regul atory
agencies' inspection authority and preserve sources' operating
flexibility. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D 32; |1V-D 33)
suggested that the notification requirenments be replaced with
a requirenment that the timng and results of the inspections
(A-90-19: 1V-D-33) and neasurenents (A-90-19: |1V-D 32;
| V-D-33) be included in the next periodic report. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) added that facilities could be
required to keep a record on-site of when seal gap
nmeasur enents are perforned.

Response: The EPA has determ ned that the notification
requi renents for an owner or operator to informthe
i npl ementi ng agency of an upcom ng seal gap neasurenent (for
EFR vessel s) and of vessel refilling when a vessel has been
enpti ed and degassed (for both |IFR vessels and EFR vessels) is
a reasonable requirenment that is not unnecessarily burdensone,
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as stated by three comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D33; |V-D 64,

| V-D-73). These notifications are not required to be
submtted very frequently. For |IFR vessels, which are the
nmost common type of floating roof vessel used by the SOCM,
the notification requirenment for vessel refilling will be
requi red once per ten years, or each time the vessel is
enpti ed and degassed. For EFR vessels, the notification

requi renment for vessel refilling has no specified schedule, as
the notification is required each tinme this type of vessel is
enpti ed and degassed, according to the schedul e established by
the facility operating the vessel. The EPA anticipates that
EFR vessels will be enptied and degassed no nore frequently

t han once every ten years. Also for EFR vessels, the
notification requirenment for seal gap neasurenents wll be
requi red once per year. The EPA maintains that this
notification requirenent is not unnecessarily burdensone, and
that these notifications are necessary for effective
enforcenent of the rule.

The EPA al so concl uded that these notification
requirenents are not likely to result in findings of
nonconpl i ance agai nst sources, as stated by one comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73). If a source cannot notify the
i npl enenting agency within 30 days due to an unpl anned event,
a source is not necessarily in nonconpliance. Both of these
notification provisions specify that if the seal gap
measurenent or internal inspection associated with the vessel
refilling were unplanned, then the notification could be nade
seven days in advance of the measurenent or refilling, rather
than the standard 30 days in advance.

The EPA has al so concluded that, based on discussions
with State agencies, these notifications will result, in many
cases, in observers being sent to facilities to be present
during the nmeasurenment or inspection. The EPA recognizes that
sone inplenenting agencies may choose to send observers to
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t hese neasurenents and inspections |ess frequently than ot her
i npl ementi ng agenci es; however, the EPA anticipates that the
majority of inplenmenting agencies wll use these notifications
for enforcenent purposes.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-34) (A-90-21
| V-D-17) contended that the EPA revise the notification
requi renent of a m ninmum of seven days prior to refilling for
unpl anned storage vessel inspections in proposed 863.120(a)(6)
and (b)(210)(iii) to allow for nore flexibility. The
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-34) (A-90-21: 1V-D17) expl ained
that tanks can be enptied, cleaned, repaired or inspected, and
filled in fewer than seven days, and for these tanks, the
seven-day wait would require that the vessel remain out of
servi ce | onger than necessary. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-34) clained that good safety practices require that a
storage vessel be returned to service as quickly as possible
because when a tank is renoved from service, special
arrangenments nust be nmade for the continued operation of the
production unit and for the distribution of the product. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) explained that, during these
periods of time, routine operations are nodified and m stakes
are nore likely to occur. One commenter (A-90-21: [V-D17)
clainmed that if a vessel could be inspected and operational in
| ess than seven days, a source would not want to extend the
down tinme and costs because of the seven-day wait period, and
woul d therefore have an incentive to forego the inspection.

One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 34) suggested replacing the
seven-day notification period prior to refilling wwth a
notification of the unplanned inspection when the tank goes
out of service, which would include the expected inspection
and refilling dates. One commenter (A-90-21: [V-D17)
suggest ed addi ng | anguage that would all ow the Adm ni strator
to authorize refilling in |l ess than seven days or allow the
source to forego the delay if the delay woul d cause
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substantial economc |loss. The comenter (A-90-21: 1V-D17)
of fered regul atory | anguage that would specify a notification
requi renent for requesting a shorter tinme for refilling and
expl aining why this shorter tinme was required.

Response: The EPA has concl uded that the requirenent for
a seven-day advance notification of refilling of a storage
vessel for which an inspection was unplanned will not cause
sources to extend the downtine of their storage vessels.
First, the EPA has determned that it will be unusual for
owners or operators to choose to conplete the process of
enptyi ng, degassing, cleaning, and inspecting a vessel in |ess
t han seven days. Second, the storage provisions do not
precl ude an inplenmenting agency fromnegotiating with the
owner or operator to allow a vessel to be refilled earlier
than the seven days, if there is good reason to do so.
Finally, the EPA would like to point out that a seven-day tine
period is the mninumtime that could be specified in order
for enforcenent personnel to arrange to observe the
i nspecti on.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-86; |V-D 92;
| V-D-97) contended that the requirenent for sources to submt
detai |l ed descriptions of upcom ng and past routine maintenance
for storage vessels is unnecessary and burdensonme. The
coommenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-86; 1V-D-92; 1V-D-97) stated that
t he proposed storage provisions already include requirenents
[imting routine nmai ntenance to a specified nunber of hours
per year and requiring reporting of the total tine that
routi ne mai ntenance was actually performed. Two commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-86; I1V-D-97) noted that detail ed mai ntenance
pl ans are not required for other em ssion points regul ated by
t he HON.

Response: The EPA has included the requirenment for
owners or operators of storage vessels to submt detailed
descriptions of past and upcom ng routine mai ntenance for the
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st orage vessel s because of the requirenent in the storage
provisions that limts the total nunmber of hours that a
control device may be inoperable due to planned, routine

mai nt enance. These detail ed descriptions of routine

mai nt enance are needed for enforcenment purposes in order for a
facility inspector to verify what is and what is not routine
mai nt enance, in the case that an inspection of a facility
coincides with dowtine for a control device. Furthernore,
this reporting requirenent provides the source with sone
flexibility to establish a site-specific definition of what

mai nt enance activities are considered routine maintenance.
Therefore, the EPA has concluded that this reporting

requi renent is necessary for enforcenent purposes and provi des
flexibility to facilities, rather than bei ng unnecessary and
burdensone, as stated by the three commenters (A-90-19:
IV-D-86; IV-D-92; IV-D97.)

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-73) (A-90-21
| V-D-17) contended that the 30-day notification requirenent in
proposed 863.120(f)(2)(iii)(A) for delay of repair of a
cl osed-vent systemis unnecessary and inconsistent with the
proposed equi prent | eaks provisions in 8863.171 and 63. 182(b)
of the proposed subpart H One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D73)
recomended that the provision be deleted. The other
commenter (A-90-21: [V-D-17) encouraged the EPA to revise the
notification requirenent by allow ng the source to include the
necessary information in the sem -annual report, as required
in the proposed subpart H for delay of repair of various
equi pnent | eak conponents.

Response: The EPA agrees with the two commenters
(A-90-19: |V-D-73) (A-90-21: 1V-D-17) that the 30-day
notification requirenent in the proposed 863.120(f)(2)(iii) (A
for delay of repair of a closed-vent systemis unnecessary and
i nconsistent with the proposed subpart H  The storage vessel
provisions allow a source to delay repair of a closed-vent
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systemif the repair would require a process unit shutdown, or
if the em ssions of purged material resulting fromimedi ate
repair would be greater than the fugitive emssions likely to
result fromdelay of repair. Because the criteria for
eligibility to delay repair are clearly specified in the rule,
the EPA concluded that it is not inportant that the
i npl ementing agency review a facility's rationale during the
del ay of repair. The EPA has revised these provisions for
cl osed-vent systens such that, if a source chooses to del ay
repair of a closed-vent systemfor one of these two reasons,
the source's rationale for this decision may be included in
the periodic report, rather than in a separate notification
requi renent.

Furthernore, the Method 21 inspection provisions for
cl osed-vent systens that were included in the storage vessel
provi si ons have been noved fromthe storage vessel provisions
of the pronulgated rule to the new 863. 148 of subpart G  See
section 3.4.4 of this BID volune for further discussion of
this nove. This new 863.148 requires a source to include the
specified informati on concerning the repair extension in the
sanme periodic reports required by the equi pnent |eaks
provi sions in subpart H

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) requested
that the EPA clarify the wording in proposed 863.120(a) (4),
(b)(7)(ii), and (b)(8) of subpart G which specifies how
sources may request up to two extensions of up to
30 additional days each for repairing floating roof failures
di scovered during inspections or seal gap neasurenents. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-33) pointed out that the provisions
do not specify an approval deadline by the Agency, what
criteria the Agency will use to review the request, whether or
not the Agency will provide a witten response to the request,
or whether the source can proceed under the requested
extension w thout an approval notification. The comenter
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(A-90-19: 1V-D-33) stated that w thout these details
clarifying the responsibilities of both the regulated facility
and the regulatory authority, the source is uncertain as to
the amount of time available to conplete repairs. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D33) recommended addi ng | anguage to
863.122(h)(3) to specify that the source will automatically
recei ve the requested extension unless the Adm nistrator
denies the extension within 15 days of receiving the request.
Response: In considering the cormment, the EPA determ ned
that the requirenents specified in proposed 8863.120(a) (4),
(b)(7)(ii), and (b)(8) of the proposed storage vessel
provi sions, requiring sources to request up to two 30-day
extensions for repair of floating roofs, create an excessive
burden for the inplenmenting agency. The EPA does not expect
that inplenenting agencies will have the resources to review
and approve these requests before the requested tinme has
el apsed, i.e., 30 days. The EPA concl uded that sources that
use up to two 30-day extensions will be required to report the
decision to use each 30-day extension in the next periodic
report. This report shall include the sanme information that
was required, in the proposed storage provisions, to be
included in the request for the extension: (1) a description
of the failure; (2) docunentation that alternate storage
capacity is unavailable; and (3) a schedule of actions that
the source will take in order to repair the control equi pnent
or enpty the storage vessel as soon as possible within the
30-day extension period.
3.6 WORDI NG OF THE PROVI SI ONS
Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-64) (A-90-21
| V-D-17) stated that the wording of 863.120(f)(1), describing
t he proposed frequency of inspecting closed-vent systens for
| eaks, is anbiguous. The commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 64)
(A-90-21: 1V-D17) explained that the wording could be
m sinterpreted to nean that inspections nust be done during
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all filling operations or just during initial filling, in
addition to once per year when the storage vessel is not being
filled. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 64) suggested excluding
the wording "during filling of the vessel." The other
commenter (A-90-21: |[V-D-17) suggested revising the | anguage
of 863.120(f)(1) to read: "lnspections of the closed-vent
system shall be done at |east once per year while the vessel
is being filled."

Response: The EPA would like to clarify that the phrase
"during filling" was not intended to nmean that inspection was
requi red each tine a vessel was filled. Rather, it was
intended to require inspection during worst case conditions.
Wiile a tank is being filled, the flow rate and pressure of
the em ssion streamare at their highest. Thus, a failure in
t he cl osed-vent systemw || be nore easily detected. However,
because the proposed | anguage was confusing to sone
commenters, the EPA concluded that the wordi ng of proposed
863. 120(f) (1) should be nodified to nore clearly reflect the
EPA' s intended neaning. The requirenent is in 863.120(d)(6)
of the final rule, and the revised | anguage is: "The initial
and annual inspections...shall be done during filling of the
st orage vessel ."

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 64) suggested
that the |anguage in proposed 863.122(d) which describes the
reporting requirenents for inspections of |IFR vessels is
uncl ear. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D64) explained that the
proposed | anguage could be interpreted as requiring the
reporting of inspection results for all storage vessels
i nspected, including storage vessels with no detected
failures, in the event that a single storage vessel failed its
i nspection. The comenter (A-90-19: |V-D64) suggested
al ternative wording.

Response: The EPA reviewed the | anguage in proposed
863. 122(d) and concl uded that the wording in the paragraph
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does not inply that all inspected storage vessels at a source,
regardl ess of defects, would require reporting. The EPA
determ ned that the | anguage in 863.122(d) clearly refers to a
single inspection rather than to a group of inspections

(1.e., the whole event of inspecting all storage vessels with
the given control equipnent). |In proposed 863.122(d), the
regul ation refers to "each inspection conducted in accordance
with 863.120(a)," and proposed 863.120(a) refers to only a
singl e storage vessel and never to a group of storage vessels.
Therefore, the wordi ng of proposed 863.122(d) wll renmain the
sanme in the final rule.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) stated that
t he recordkeepi ng requirement in proposed 863.123(a) that
records be maintained of each Goup 1 and Group 2 storage
vessel 's di nensions and of an analysis showing its capacity,
as long as the vessel is in service, needs to be rewdrded to
clarify that these records nust be maintained only if the
vessel is in organic HAP service. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-34) explained that the service of a storage vessel may
change several tines over its lifetinme, depending on the needs
of the facility.

Response: The EPA agrees that the | anguage in 863.123(a)
shoul d be clarified as suggested by the cormmenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-34). The EPA changed the wording to read: "This record
shal |l be kept as long as the storage vessel retains Goup 1 or
Goup 2 status and is in operation.” A storage vessel that
retains Goup 1 or Goup 2 status is a storage vessel that is
covered by the HON and, thus, is in organic HAP service. |If a
st orage vessel discontinues organic HAP service, it no | onger
retains Goup 1 or Goup 2 status.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) reported that
proposed 863.120(b)(3) of subpart G has a typographical error
in that 212 square inches should be replaced with 21.2 square
i nches.
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Response: It is not clear to the EPA why the conmenter
IS suggesting that there is a typographical error in
863.120(b)(3). Because the commenter is suggesting that the
accunul ated area of gaps per neter of vessel dianmeter for the
primry seal be changed to 21.2, which is the maxi num al | owed
area for the secondary seal in 863.120(b)(4), the EPA has
interpreted that the comenter assunmed the requirenents for
primary and secondary seals to be the sane. The EPA would
also like to point out that the commenter's suggested change
shoul d have been presented as 21.2 square centineters rather
t han square inches. The EPA wishes to clarify for the
comenter that the seal gap requirenents are different for
primary and secondary seals. For the primary seal, the
storage provisions specify an allowance of up to 212 square
centineters of accunul ated area of gaps per neter of vessel
di aneter. For the secondary seal, the storage provisions
specify a nore stringent allowance of up to 21.2 square
centineters of accunul ated area of gaps per neter of vessel
dianeter. The requirenment for a secondary seal is nore
stringent than that for a primary seal because a secondary
seal is exposed directly to the atnosphere. A gap in the
secondary seal has a greater potential to cause organi c HAP
em ssions than does the primary seal because the primary seal
in a tw-seal systemis protected fromw nd effects by the
presence of the secondary seal. These requirenents are the
same requirenents specified in 40 CFR part 60 subpart Kb, the
NSPS for Volatile Organic Liquid Storage Vessels, and in
40 CFR part 61 subpart Y, the NESHAP for Benzene Em ssions
from Benzene Storage Vessels.
3.7 M SCELLANEQUS

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) requested
clarification of the neaning of the term"inpurity", as used
in the storage vessel provisions.
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-92) and has revised the definition of the term
“"inmpurity”. The revised definition in 863.101 of subpart F
reads as follows: "a substance that is produced
coincidentally with the primary product, or is present in a
raw material. An inpurity does not serve a useful purpose in
the production or use of the primary product and is not
i sol ated."

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) requested
further clarification of the definition of the term "product",
as used in the storage vessel provisions. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-92) explained that it is difficult to identify
the "product" for m xed streans, such as gasoline.

Response: The EPA would like to clarify for the
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-92) that the term "product", as used
in the storage provisions of the rule, refers to the materi al
stored in the storage vessel. For m xed streans, such as
gasoline, identifying the "product” is the sanme as identifying
the m xed streans included in the gasoline.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) stated that
it is inportant that the HON be consistent with other
regul ations and asked if the HON is consistent with
40 CFR 112, The Q| Pollution Act.

Response: Although the HON and the G| Pollution
Prevention regulation (40 CFR 112) have different objectives
and are unlikely to regulate the sane facilities or
pollutants, their provisions are not inconsistent. The Ol
Pol lution Prevention regulation is witten to prevent oi
di scharges into or on navigable waters fromfacilities
engaging in all aspects of acquiring and selling oil and oil
products, including storage. The QI Pollution Prevention
regulation (1) requires that a spill prevention control and
counternmeasure plan be witten and i npl enented; and
(2) provides applicable guidelines for prevention of |eaks,
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such as adequate design, secondary contai nment, liquid |evel
sensors, and periodic inspections and tests. The HON

requi renents are designed to limt em ssions of HAP vapor from
storage vessels, rather than to prevent |eaks and spills;
however, none of the HON provisions preclude spill plans,
secondary contai nnent, inspections, etc., required or
suggested in 40 CFR 112. Therefore, a facility could conply

wi th both regul ati ons.
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4.0 TRANSFER OPERATI ONS

4.1 APPLI CABI LI TY AND GROUP 1/ GROUP 2 DETERM NATI ON

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |1V-D112)
concurred that the EPA had appropriately defined RCT for
transfer operations. Two comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 58;
| V-D-62) supported the EPA' s decision to propose the floor
| evel of control as MACT for transfer operations. The
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-58; 1V-D-62) stated that the
i ncreased cost of controlling all racks is not justified given
the very small em ssions reductions. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-92) stated that the HON transfer operations provisions
appear to be consistent with other NESHAP s.

Response: The EPA appreciates the conmenters support.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |[|V-D 32;
| V-D-112) supported vapor bal ancing being included in the HON
as an option for em ssions averaging. The commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-112) al so supported the exclusion of
racks using vapor balancing fromthe transfer operation
provi si ons.

Response: The EPA appreciates the conmenters support.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 85) maintai ned
that in order to escape the conclusion that the floor |evels
require control, the EPA divided the transfer racks into two
groups, those with average vapor pressures above or bel ow
1.5 psia.

Response: It is not practical or cost effective to
control all emssion points at a facility. Em ssions from
sone points are very small. The cost to control these
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emssions is relatively large, and the quantity of em ssions
reduced does not warrant the cost of controlling them This
is a fact recogni zed by State environnental agencies and
evident in applicability criteria found in existing

regul ations. In the case of transfer operations, the current
regul ations generally define applicability based on vapor
pressure and throughput. These two factors have the greatest
effect on the magnitude of em ssions fromtransfer operations.
Most State regulations require control of transfer operations
only at liquid vapor pressures above 1.5 psia. Therefore, for
the HON analysis, it was a natural division of data; racks
transferring chemcals with a vapor pressure |ess than

1.5 psia have | ow em ssions and are not controlled; racks
transferring chemcals with a vapor pressure greater than

1.5 psia have larger em ssions and, therefore, require

control

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) asserted that
the EPA's determ nation of the floor for new sources is
inconsistent wwth the data presented in a nenorandumin the
docket. The commenter (A-90-19: |[V-D-85) contended that the
menor andum shows that racks wth vapor pressures |ess than
1.5 psia are sonetinmes controlled and the best-controlled rack
froma volunme standpoint is controlled with a throughput of
160, 000 gal | ons/ yr.

Response: The commenter is correct in noting that
attachnment 2 of the docket nenorandum "Anal ysis of Hazardous
Organi ¢ NESHAP (HON) Dat abase to Determ ne the Floors,"
(Docket item A-90-19: |1-B-277) indicates that two racks
identified during floor determ nation with average rack
wei ght ed vapor pressure less than 1.5 psia are controll ed.
However, the information for these two racks is not an
accurate representation of what actually occurs at SOCM
facilities, but is an artifact of the data assunptions used in
the analysis. These racks were assigned control because there

2A 4-121



are sonme chem cals | oaded at the racks that have a vapor
pressure greater than 1.5 psia, and, therefore, are required
by State regulators to be controlled. In reality, transfers
of the chemcals with a vapor pressure below 1.5 psia would
not be controlled but transfer of the chemcals with a vapor
pressure above 1.5 psia would be.

The commenter is also correct in noting that the | owest
t hroughput for controlled racks with vapor pressures greater
than 1.5 psia is 160,000 gall ons/year instead of
170, 000 gall ons/year. The EPA decided to nake the
applicability criteria for new and existing sources the sane
for sinplicity. The actual difference between the two |evels
(10,000 gal l ons/year) is about the sane as the capacity of one
tank truck. Also, there will be very fewfacilities with a
rack at a new source with a throughput greater than
160, 000 gal | ons/year and |less than 170,000 gal | ons/year. The
EPA expects that this change would have only a mnimal effect
on em ssions. Therefore, it was not incorporated into the HON
transfer provisions.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 32) contended
that the EPA has not denonstrated that existing control
devices on Group 1 transfer racks can actually achi eve
98- percent control efficiency of HAP's. The conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D32) recommended that the EPA either verify
t hat 98-percent control of HAP's is achievable for existing
control devices or evaluate the retrofit costs and the
increnental benefit to the environnment for facilities that
nmust renove exi sting control devices achieving 95 percent and
replace themwi th slightly nore efficient control devices.

Response: The 98-percent control is based on studies
used to determ ne VOC control levels for past NSPS and has not
been proven by testing for each individual HAP. These two
i ssues do not weaken the EPA's decision for 98-percent control
of HAP's for the follow ng reasons: (1) nearly all HAP's are
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al so VOC s; and (2) HON conpliance is not based upon control
of each individual HAP. Conpliance with the HON nmay be based
upon neasurenents of either total organic HAP or TOC

Clearly, a control device m ght have a higher level of contro
for one particular HAP than for another, but conpliance is
based on the overall reduction of total organic HAP or TOC
froman em ssion point.

The 98-percent |evel of control was chosen because it has
been shown to be uniformy achi evable by well-desi gned and
oper ated conbustion devices. Test data to denonstrate
efficiency in a thermal incinerator are not available for each
i ndi vi dual HAP. However, the efficiency conclusions for a
thermal incinerator (98-percent reduction or an outl et
concentration of 20 ppnv) were based on test data using the
nmost difficult VOC conpounds to conbust, which included
several organic HAP's. Therefore, it was concluded that the
98- percent reduction can be achieved for total organic HAP for
all well-designed and operated systens (A-79-32, 11-B-31).

The EPA recogni zes that thermal incineration may achieve
greater than 98-percent reduction, but test data show that

| evel s greater than 98 percent may not be uniformy achievable
under all operating conditions.

The commenter is correct that sonme existing control
devi ces may not be achieving 98-percent control of HAP' s and
may have to be retrofitted or replaced in order to neet the
requi renents of the HON transfer operations provisions. The
EPA considered costs to these facilities by applying a flare
or incinerator to the outlet stream of any existing control
devi ce achieving | ess than 98-percent HAP reduction.

Therefore, the estimation of increnental benefits does address
the additional costs to these facilities.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D41) contended
that the EPA did not identify the control |evel achieved by
the top 12% of transfer racks. The commenter (A-90-19:
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| V-D-41) also stated that the EPA provided no anal ysis of how
many facilities have vapor bal anci ng and vapor coll ection,

al t hough these were identified as superior control techniques
since transfer racks using this technique are exenpt fromthe
HON. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-41) questioned why vapor
bal anci ng and vapor collection were not identified as the

fl oor or MACT

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-85) noted that the Texas
new source revi ew programrequires control of transfer racks.
Hence, the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) asserted that the
floor level of control should take into account those
facilities for which a BACT or LAER determ nation has been
made prior to June 31, 1991

Response: The top 12% of the transfer racks achi eve 98%
reduction [see nenorandumtitled "Anal ysis of Hazardous
Organi ¢ NESHAP (HON) Database to Determ ne the Floors," Docket
itemA-90-19: |1V-B-277]. Using vapor balancing with vapor
collection on a transfer rack exenpts the facility fromthe
HON transfer provisions because the EPA' s technical analysis
showed that under typical conditions, vapor bal ancing reduces
em ssions by 98 percent or better, (see nenorandumtitl ed:
"Efficiency of a Vapor Bal ancing System " Docket item A-90-21:
I1-B-28). However, data were not available to identify which
SOCM facilities used vapor bal ance to control em ssions.

Due to the strict schedule for the HON to be proposed and
promul gated, tinme was not available to survey SOCM facilities
or BACT and LAER information. In addition, the EPA is not
required by the Act to survey all SOCM facilities. The Act
requires the EPA to set the MACT floor for the best-performng
12 percent of existing sources for which the EPA has em ssions
information. The EPA considers a review of State and Feder al
regul ations to adequately characterize the controls achieved
for the SOCM nationwi de. Infornmation supplied by conmenters
can also be included in the MACT fl oor analysis. However, the
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commenter did not provide any information on how w dely vapor
bal anci ng i s used.
4.1.1 Applicability

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-58; |V-D63;
| V-D-73) requested that the EPA clarify that the HON is
applicable only to transfers of materials from SOCM

processes, and not all materials transferred at any given rack
or arm Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-58; 1V-D63) suggested
wor di ng for changing the "transfer operation" definition to be
applicable only to a major source facilities associated with
the transfer of product for one or nore chem cal manufacturing
processes specified in 863.100. Another comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-64) suggested that the definitions of "Goup 1 transfer
racks" and "rack-wei ghted average vapor pressure" specify that
they do not apply to non-SOCM product transfers.

Response: The transfer provisions apply to transfer
racks as defined in subpart F, when used for transfer of
HAP's. It is possible that HAP's associated wth chem cal
manuf acturi ng process units not subject to the HON w |l be
subject to control under the HON if they are transferred at a
transfer rack. The definition for "transfer rack"” has been
revised to clarify this. See section 4.1.2 for further
expl anat i on.

The EPA has repl aced the "rack-wei ghted average vapor
pressure” definition with a definition for "rack-wei ghted
average partial pressure"” as discussed in the response to the
next conment .

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G 4) contended that
the definition of "inpurity" in 863.101 of the proposed HON
conbined with the definition for "Goup 1 transfer rack" and
"rack-wei ght ed average vapor pressure” in 863.111 of the
proposed HON, and the cal cul ation techniques in 863.130(g)(3)
of the proposed HON will require control of |ow HAP content
streans. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) asserted that
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facilities will be forced to place controls on transfer
operations that | oad materials containing small anounts of
HAP' s.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) suggested that the
definition of inpurity specify that HAP' s consi dered as
inmpurities not be intended to be part of the product being
processed, stored, or transferred. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-G 4) al so suggested that the rack-wei ghted average vapor
pressure be defined as the organic HAP's partial pressure
considering all materials |oaded at the particular |oading arm
or station. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) requested that
the definition of rack-weighted average vapor pressure or
863.130(g)(3) in the proposed HON i ncl ude an equation for the
cal cul ati on of rack-wei ghted average vapor pressure.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter's suggestion
for defining an organic HAP rack-wei ghted average parti al
pressure instead of a HAP rack-wei ghted average vapor
pressure. The final transfer operations provisions have been
revised to replace the definition of rack-wei ghted average
vapor pressure with a definition on rack-weighted parti al
pressure. The definition is as follows:

Rack-wei ght ed average partial pressure neans the

t hroughput wei ght ed average of the average nmaxi num
true vapor pressure of |iquids containing organic
HAP's transferred at a transfer rack. The rack-
wei ght ed average partial pressure shall be
cal cul ated using the equation bel ow

p= EPR G
EG
wher e:
P = Rack-wei ght ed average partial pressure,
ki | opascal s
Pi = | ndi vi dual HAP maxi num true vapor pressure,

ki | opascal s
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G = Yearly vol unme of individual organic HAP
transferred at the rack, liters

Also, all requirenents referring to rack-wei ghted vapor
pressure have been changed to rack-wei ghted partial pressure.
Because of this change, facilities will only be required to
control racks if there is sufficient HAP to nmake the rack a
Goup 1 transfer rack (i.e., loads greater than 0.65 mllion
liters per year of liquid products containing organic HAF' s,
and with a rack-weighted HAP partial pressure of 10.3 kPa or
greater).

The definition of inpurity already inplies that it is not
"intended" to be part of the product by stating an inpurity is
"produced coincidentally." The EPA considers this definition
to be clear.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-64; [V-D73)
requested that the EPA clarify that the provisions in the HON
refer to the reduction of the total HAP content and not to
each individual HAP. One comenter (A-90-19: [V-D-64)
specifically suggested that 8863.126(b)(1), 63.128(a)(7), and
63. 129(a)(4) in the proposed HON be edited by the addition of
the word "total" so that they refer to total organic conpound
concentration and total HAP concentration.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters that total
HAP concentration should be referred to in the transfer
provi sions, and these changes have been nade in the final
transfer operations provisions. The term"total organic
conmpound concentration” is used in the process vents
provisions to refer to conpounds neasured according to the
procedures of Method 18 of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A
Therefore, the term"total organic conpound concentration”
cannot be used in the transfer operations provisions where an
organi ¢ conpound concentration could be neasured using
Met hod 18 or Method 25A. The EPA considers the term "organic
conmpound concentration"” adequate to inply a total organic
conpound concentrati on.
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4.1.2 Goup 1/Goup 2 Determ nation
Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) supported the
sel ection of throughput and vapor pressure as reasonable

criteria for defining Goup 1 transfer racks. However, three
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; I1V-D-73; 1V-G4) contended that
t he EPA should clarify whether the provisions refer to
transfer racks or arns. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D73)
stated that the definitions for "G oup 1" and "rack-wei ght ed
vapor pressure transfer rack” do not address a | oading arm
criterion as in 863.100(b)(5) in the proposed HON. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) recommended addi ng definitions
for "Goup 1 transfer arm and "arm wei ghted vapor pressure.”
Anot her commenter (A-90-19: |1V-G4) recommended that the
phrase "l oading arns and associ ated equi pnment dedi cated to
specific filling operations” in 863.110(d)(1)(i) and
(d)(2)(ii) in the proposed HON be substituted for racks; and
in 8863.110(d)(2)(i) and (d)(2)(ii) in the proposed HON the

phrase "filling operations in non-dedicated | oading arnms and
associ at ed equi pnent” be substituted for "operations." One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-64) asserted that the references to

| oadi ng racks should be changed to refer to | oading arns
because a | oading rack may transfer non-SOCM chem cal s.

Response: The EPA has clarified many of the
applicability and group determ nation provisions regarding
transfer operations in the proposed HON. The intent of these
provi si ons has not changed.

The intent of the | anguage in proposed 863. 100(b)(5) of
subpart F and 863. 100(h) of subpart F in the final rule is to
assign | oadi ng racks, |oading arns, or |oading hoses to a
chem cal manufacturing process unit. |If the chem cal
manuf acturing process unit is subject to the HON, then the
| oadi ng rack, arm or hose is also subject to the HON

Once it is determned that a rack, arm or hose is
subject to the HON, group status nust be determ ned. G oup

2A 4-128



status is determned for a transfer rack. A transfer rack is
defined as the collection of all arnms or hoses that are
assigned to a chem cal manufacturing process unit that is
subject to the HON. For exanple, if a facility has a rack
that consists of eight arms and six of these arns are assigned
to chem cal manufacturing process units subject to the HON and
the other two | oad petroleumrefinery products not subject to
the HON, then the "transfer rack", as defined for the HON, is
made up of the six arnms that are assigned to the chem ca

manuf acturing process unit subject to the HON. G oup status
nmust be determ ned based on the vapor pressures and

t hroughputs of the HAP's | oaded at the arns at a rack that are
subject to the HON. In cases where a rack or arn(s) has been
assigned to a chem cal manufacturing process unit subject to
the HON, the rack or collection of arns nust be controlled
during transfers of all HAP' s regardl ess of whether those
HAP' s were associated with SOCM chem cal manufacturing
process units.

The EPA determ ned that assigning equi pment to be subject
to the HON woul d be easier froman enforcenent and contro
perspective, as opposed to assigning transfer operations.

Al so, by assigning equi pnent, applicability will be nore
obvi ous when other rules are pronul gated affecting transfer
operations under other source categories.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D 112,
| V-G 4) requested that the EPA clarify the cal culation of an
annual rack-wei ghted average HAP vapor pressure. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) noted that the definition of
rack-wei ght ed vapor pressure does not define the tenperature
to be used in the calculation or specify a nethod to be used
if materials are |loaded at different tenperatures. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D34; 1V-D 112) suggested that the
EPA nodify the definition of rack-wei ghted vapor pressure to
specify that the vapor pressure should be cal cul ated for each
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mat eri al at the maxi num average nonthly tenperature of the
materials | oaded. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 32) added
t hat | oadi ng vapor pressure should be established at the
annual average tenperature of the material | oaded.

Response: The commenters are correct that the proposed
transfer operations provisions did not specify the tenperature
to be used in the calculation of the annual rack-weighted
average HAP vapor pressure. The provisions have been changed
to specify that the maxi mumtrue vapor pressure be used in the
cal culation for the vapor pressure. The definition of nmaximm
true vapor pressure has been edited to nake it appropriate for
the transfer cal cul ation.

Al so, it has been specified in the em ssions averagi ng
provi sions 863.150(g)(4) that the tenperature to be used is
t he annual average | oading tenperature for a given chem cal
Specifications have al so been added to the em ssions averagi ng
transfer calculation provisions in order to handle the
calculation of credits/debits for racks that transfer |iquids
at different tenperatures.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) recommended
that G oup 2 transfer racks that infrequently | oad materials
W th vapor pressures greater than 10.3 kPa should not be
required to cal cul ate rack-wei ghted vapor pressure. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-33) stated that if a plant routinely
uses a Goup 2 transfer rack as a dedicated rack to an organic
product wi th HAP vapor pressures |less than 10.3 kPa, the pl ant
woul d probably not nonitor a precise vapor pressure record as
long as it could docunent that it has |ess than 10.3 kPa.

Response: The requirenent for cal culating the average
rack-wei ghted partial pressure (the vapor pressure was changed
to partial pressure in the final rule) is not overly
burdensone, and it would not be additionally burdensone in the
situation described by the cormmenter. It is not necessary to
"nmonitor a precise vapor pressure.” The chem cal transferred
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can sinply be recorded and then the maxi numtrue vapor
pressure can be cal culated. The maxi num true vapor pressure
is al so needed under the storage vessel provisions so that it
is readily avail abl e.
4.2 COMPLI ANCE

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-90; |V-D 100)
asserted that the conpliance options for transfer operations
usi ng vapor bal ancing are crude and difficult to achieve.

Response: No details were provided by the conmenter as
to why the vapor bal anci ng conpliance options are crude and
difficult to achieve. Vapor balancing is frequently used in
i ndustry as an em ssion control and as a product recovery
technique. A technical analysis showed that under typica
condi tions, vapor bal ancing reduces em ssions by 98 percent or
better (see nmenorandumtitled: "Efficiency of a Vapor
Bal anci ng System " Docket item A-90-21: 11-B-28). Therefore,
if facilities nmeet the definition of vapor bal ancing, they are
considered to be in conpliance with the provisions.
4.2.1 Performance Testing

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) supported the
exclusions in 863.128(c) from performance test requirenents,

particularly the exclusion for conbustion with primary fuel in
a boiler or heater.

Response: The EPA appreciates the commenter's support.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-64) stated that
t he span value for Method 25A in the HON transfer provisions
shoul d be allowed to be between 1.5 and 2.5 tines the
concentration neasured, as it states in the nethod, rather
than exactly twice the concentration neasured, as specified in
t he HON.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter, and has
changed the regulation. The span value is a derived nunber
based on an assunption of the concentration anticipated to be
measured. The calibration gas concentrati ons needed are then
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det erm ned based on percentage ranges of this span val ue.
Allowing a range for the span val ue (and hence calibration
gases) facilitates neeting these criteria by potentially
allowing the sane calibration gases to be used for different
tests while not adversely affecting the objective of having

t he neasured concentration bracketed by two of the calibration
gases.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 35) questioned
whi ch HAP shoul d be used as the density termin the equation
used to cal cul ate the mass of organic conpounds emtted during
a testing interval. The commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D35) also
guestioned why the organi c conpound concentration corrected to
3 percent oxygen was not used in the calculation instead of
the total concentration of organic conpounds.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 35) recommended that the
equation for determ ning the mass of organic conpounds emtted
during each testing interval use the concentration of each
organi c conpound emtted during the testing interval (gn);
and be represented by the foll ow ng equati on:

X
M =FVs ) KQgn
n=1

Response: Method 25A, for neasurement of Gp, does not
speci ate the HAP content of the stream The intent of
measuring the mass of organic conpounds is for calculation the
percent reduction across a control device. |In the step where
t he percent reduction across the control device is calcul ated,
the density cancels out and is not needed. The density term
is only provided in the equation so that, in the cal culation
of the mass of organic conpounds, units cancel out. The
transfer operations provisions have been revised to include
the density of hexane in the cal culation of percent reduction
in order to maintain consistent units; however, the val ue of
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the density used has no bearing on the percent reduction
cal cul at ed.

As in the case of density, a correction of the organic
concentration to 3 percent oxygen does not affect the percent
reduction calculated. The oxygen correction is only necessary
for determning conpliance with the 20 ppnv exit concentration
requi renment.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-69) clainmed that
performance tests over one | oading cycle are sufficient
because filling times for |arge vessels nay take several
hours, and three multiple |oadings may not typically occur at
one tinme. Another comenter (A-90-22: 1V-D 13) contended
that it is unduly burdensone to require a performance test
duration of three | oading cycles for infrequent |oading
oper ati ons.

One comrenter (A-90-22: 1V-D-13) stated that, for small -
vol unme | oadi ng operati on owners and operators who have to hire
contractor help, a significant portion of the costs of
conducting a three-|oading-cycle performance test would be for
setting up and breaki ng down equi pnent and additi onal
transportation and |iving expenses (especially if they are
| ocated in a distant city, or out of state), in addition to
the nonitoring and anal ytical work. The commenter (A-90-22:
| V-D- 13) suggested that the EPA provide an option that
i nfrequent | oadi ng operations (once a week or |less) may be
performance tested for only one |oading cycle with duplicate
sanpl es.

Response: Typically, performance tests are the average
of three runs and, because of the variability in the
concentration of HAP's over a |loading cycle, a run was defined
as a loading cycle for transfer operations. The original
intent of testing three different | oading cycles was to
acquire sufficient data to ensure that a control device is
operating properly. However, the EPA does consider this
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requi renent overly burdensone for sources that transfer snal
anpunts of organic HAP's. It is possible for a transfer rack
to be considered a Goup 1 rack and only transfer into 17 tank
trucks or 9 rail cars per year. Requiring testing during

t hree | oadi ngs coul d concei vably be spread out over nonths.

In order to reduce the burden to these sources, the final
transfer provisions include an exception for racks that
transfer less than 11.8 mllion liters per year. For these
racks, an initial performance test is not required if a design
eval uation is provided. The permt authority can require a
performance test any tinme there is a concern that the control
device is not working properly.

The suggestion by the comenters to require that only one
| oadi ng cycle be tested for the performance test was
consi dered; however, the EPA maintains that a test of one
| oadi ng cycle could not provide sufficient data on the
per formance of the control device, and therefore would not be
meani ngful .  The EPA opted to require a design evaluation in
t hese situations where sources load less than 11.8 mllion
liters per year through a transfer rack

A source is required to docunent that the control device
used achi eves the required control efficiency during
reasonabl y expected maxi mum | oadi ng conditions. Mnitoring
paraneters can be determ ned using engi neering judgenent, or
alternatively, a performance test can be conducted to
determ ne nonitoring paraneters. For carbon adsorbers and
condensers, the paranmeters are provided in 863.128(h) of the
final rule.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-22: 1V-D 13) contended
that the EPA should revise 863.128(a)(8)(ii)(A regarding the
em ssion testing interval requirenments to ensure consi stency
w th 8863.129(a)(4)(iii) and 63.129(a)(6)(iii). The conmenter
(A-90-22: 1V-D-13) contended that in various sections of the
proposed transfer provisions 5-mnute and 15-m nute testing
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intervals are required but in 863.128(a)(8)(ii)(A) only
5-mnute testing intervals are all owed.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-64) asserted that
15-m nute recording intervals are adequate for perfornmance
tests. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-64) asserted that
requiring 5 mnute recording intervals for performance tests
shorter than 3 hours was unnecessary. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V- D-64) suggested that the recording frequency be "no | ess
frequently than every 15 mnutes" in 863.129(a)(4)(iii),
863.129(a)(6)(iii), 863.130(a)(1)(i) and 863.130(a)(1)(ii) to
allow flexibility to nonitor nore frequently when it is in the
source's interest to do so.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters that
5-mnute testing intervals are not necessary. The EPA has
determ ned that 15-mnute testing intervals should adequately
identify performance that is outside of the approved operating
paraneter ranges. The EPA has al so added | anguage to the
transfer provisions for recording data "at | east every
15 m nutes".

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D77) supported the
use of either Method 18 or Method 25A for neasuring vent
stream HAP content fromtransfer rack applications. However,
the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) contended that obtaining
certified calibration standards for all the HAP's may not be
possi bl e.

Response: The EPA agrees that gaseous standards are not
comercially available for all the HAP's. However,
section 6.2 of Method 18 allows the option of preparing
gaseous standards either froma higher concentration gas
cylinder or through liquid or gas injection and provi des a
procedure for preparing the standards.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) related that
many of their plants have a | arge nunber of sinultaneous
fillings of SOCM and non-SOCM materials venting to common
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control devices and | oading woul d have to be suspended for
days or weeks to individually evaluate each covered transfer
oper ati on. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) requested that
the EPA revise the test nethods section for transfer
operations to reflect the use of shared control devices for
mul ti pl e sinmultaneous | oadi ng operations and for | oading,
processes, and ot her operations. The comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-73) recommended that an approach simlar to 863.116(c) be
used which calls for testing at the inlet and outlet of the
control device, where performance testing is required. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) stated that the test

requi renments nust be uncoupled fromthe | oading cycles to nake
this feasible for |large | oading operations with conmon contro
devi ces.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) also stated that the
definition of |oading cycle should be revised to refer to the
time at which flowto a transfer operation control device
begins to the tine it ends, regardl ess of how many
si mul taneous or overl appi ng | oadi ngs are occurring.

Response: Al though the proposed rule did not preclude
shared control devices, it was not clear how an owner or
operator woul d denonstrate conpliance. Provisions have been
added to the rule to clarify that in case of a control device
bei ng shared with process vents, the performance test required
under the process vent provisions is adequate for the transfer
provi sions. For control devices shared anong transfer racks
or arnms where materials are sinultaneously | oaded, the
performance test requirenents have been revised to be simlar
to the process vent provisions: three one-hour performnce
test runs. Simultaneous | oading occurs when the begi nning and
ending times of |oading cycles coincide and overlap such that
there is no interruption in vapor flow to the control device;
as one | oading cycle is conpleted, another one begins or has
al ready begun.
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Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-13; |V-D 64;
| V-D-73) discussed issues regarding the conpliance
determ nation for flares. Two commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 64;
| V-D-73) contended that the integrated sanpling to neasure
flowrate, required in 863.128(b)(1)(ii) was unnecessary. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-64) contended that tines when a
conpliance determ nation nust be nmade are not clear. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-64) asserted that the intent of the
provisions was for an initial performance test to determ ne
conpliance wwth the flare provisions in 863.11(b) of the
Ceneral Provisions and not to require a conpliance
determ nation each tinme HAP's are | oaded and controlled by a
flare.

One comrenter (A-90-22: 1V-D-13) suggested that the EPA
nodi fy the 2-hour observation period requirenents when a
| oading period is less than 2 hours for flare perfornance
tests. The commenter (A-90-22: |V-D 13) recomended
nmodi fying the provisions to allow either 2 hours or until the
| oadi ng cycle is conpleted, whichever is |ess.

Response: The intent of the provisions, as the commenter
stated, are to require a performance test for all control
devices other than flares and a conpliance determ nation for
flares. The requirenent that performance tests are initial is
stated in 863.103(b) of subpart F of the proposed rule.
Section 63.103(b)(1) of subpart F of the proposed rule refers
to 863.7(a) of the General Provisions for the schedul e and
procedures for performance tests. Section 63.103(b)(1) of
subpart F of the proposed rule states that "performnce
testing, or another form of conpliance denonstration,"” be
performed within 120 days of the conpliance date, affective
date, or initial startup, which ever is applicable. This also
indicates an initial test.

In review ng these provisions for response to this
comment, the EPA has determ ned that the provisions are clear
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for performance tests but could be msinterpreted for
conpliance determnations for flares. Section 63.103(b) was
changed in the final provisions to include initial conpliance
determ nati ons and now reads:

Initial performance tests and initial conpliance
determ nations shall be required only as specified
in subparts G and H of this part.

In addition 863.103(b)(1) of subpart F was changed to include
conpliance determ nati ons and now reads:

Perfornmance tests and conpliance determ nations
shal | be conducted according to the schedul e and
procedures in 863.7(a) of the General Provisions and
t he applicable sections of subpart G and H

The EPA agrees with the comrenters that 863.128(b) (1) (ii)
fromthe proposed HON is unnecessary and this paragraph has
been renoved in the final rule.

The EPA understands the coment regarding the visible
em ssions test to mean that it seens intuitive that visible
em ssions wll not be present when the flare is shut down.
However, the conpliance determnation is intended to show that
the facility is capable of operating in conformance with the
requi renents specified in 863.11(b) of the General Provisions
whi ch requires that there be less than 5 m nutes of observed
visible emssions in any 2 consecutive hours (as well as other
requirenents not related to visible emssions). To do this
there nust be visible em ssions docunentation covering at
| east 2 hours.

Fl ares occasionally exhibit visible em ssions. Depending
on the type of flare and how it is operated, the nost |ikely
period of visible emssions is during the start-up of a flare
or when there is a rapid increase in the flow of gases to the
flare such as when a second vessel loading is started. The
conpliance determnation is usually schedul ed i n advance and
shoul d be run under representative |oading conditions for the
facility; e.g., if nmultiple vessels are | oaded simultaneously
at the facility, the conpliance determ nation should reflect
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that the flare is capable of neeting the requirenents of
863. 11(b) of the CGeneral Provisions, including visible
em ssions, under those conditions. |If the routine | oading
cycle is less than 2 hours, then an observation period for
that run including the entire |oading cycle is acceptable; if
additional loading cycles are initiated within the 2-hour
period, then visible em ssion observations shoul d be
conducted. The 2-consecutive-hour period is appropriate for
an inspector observing a suspected violation where it would be
inpractical to precisely coordinate | oading cycle start and
end.
4.2.2 Monitoring

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; [V-D99)
asserted that the HON does not clearly indicate whether or not

all connections between the vapor bal anci ng system and tank
trucks and tank cars will be nonitored. The commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-70; 1V-D-99) contended that these connections
are likely to be a significant source of toxic fugitive

em ssions during | oading operations, so they should be
noni t or ed.

Response: The transfer operations provisions require
that all connections in a vapor bal anci ng systemused to
conply with the rule be inspected. Since Goup 1 racks with
chem cal s bei ng vapor bal anced may not be consi dered subj ect
to the HON, these vapor bal ancing systens may not be subject
to the inspection requirenment under the HON transfer
operations provisions. Goup 2 transfer racks using vapor
bal ancing for credit under em ssions averagi ng are subject to
t he inspection requirenents.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-58; |IV-D 62
| V-D-73) recommended that the 15-m nute nonitoring of |oading
cycles be nmade standard for all cycles in the final rule. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-58) objected to the requirenent for
5-m nute nonitoring of |oading cycles of |less than 3 hours
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duration. The comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-58) clained that the
proposed HON contains no rationale for nore burdensone
nmonitoring requirenents on shorter terml oading cycles. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) contended that the EPA should
set a single frequency rather than tailor it to the |oading
cycle or control device operations. However, the commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) continued that if this were not possible,
the EPA should retain the options in 863.130(a)(ii).

Response: The EPA has reconsidered the nonitoring
frequency as requested by the commenters and determ ned that a
5-mnute nonitoring frequency is not necessary. The rule also
requires that daily averages be recorded and reported.
Monitoring at a frequency of 5 mnutes instead of 15 m nutes
does not significantly increase the assurance that the daily
averages wll identify performance that is out of the
paraneter ranges. |In fact, allow ng a frequency of nonitoring
at 15 mnutes instead of 5 mnutes could result in situations
where the daily average indicates an out-of-range exceedance
when 5-m nute nonitoring data would not. This is because
there may be cases where the owner or operator uses a control
device for a short tinme during the day; for exanple, for a
1- hour | oading period. |In this case, perform ng 15-m nute
nmoni toring, the owner or operator will have four data points
to base the daily average on, while 5-minute nonitoring woul d
give 12 data points; if, during this hour, the control device
ran for about 5 m nutes outside a nonitored paraneter range,
one of the four points mght indicate the paraneter to be out
of the range. The resulting daily average m ght be out of the
paraneter range. In the case of 5-minute nonitoring, eleven
other data points will nost |likely be enough to bring the
average into the parameter range.

It is less likely that the converse woul d happen, where
the fewer data points under 15-m nute nonitoring, would
indicate that the daily average is not outside the paraneter
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range while the 5-minute nonitoring would indicate the daily
average i s outside the paranmeter range. |In order for the
daily average to be outside the paraneter range, the nonitored
paraneter would have to be either far out of range or be out
of range for over half the tinme. Fifteen-mnute nonitoring
woul d be sensitive to either of these situations and is a
sufficient frequency for nonitored paraneters. This change
wi Il reduce the nmonitoring and recordkeepi ng burden while
still assuring conpliance.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-22: 1V-D13) requested the
EPA clarify in 863.126(h) that PRV s needed for safety
pur poses may open during |oading. The comenter (A-90-22:
| V-D-13) contended that if a dangerous overpressure situation
devel ops, the HON should not prohibit PRV s fromopening to
prevent an uncontrolled rel ease or even an expl osi on.

Response: The EPA considers the requirenment in
863. 126( h) that pressure-vacuumvents not open during |oading
to be appropriate. During |oading the vapor collection system
shoul d be collecting vapors with no significant increase in
pressure in the vapor collection system or in the tank truck
or rail car. An opening of a safety relief valve indicates
that there is a build up of pressure in the line and
therefore, the vapor collection systemis not working
adequately; this can not be all owed.

As in all operations at a source, energency situations
can arise requiring em ssion rel eases to avoi d dangerous
accidents. The General Provisions provide for a start-up,
shut down, and mal function plan in 863.6(e)(3). This planis
to include a detailed step-by-step procedure for operating and
mai nt ai ni ng the source during periods of malfunction and a
program for corrective action for mal functioning process and
air pollution control equipnent. Omers or operators may be
able to include releases frompressure relief valves in their
start-up, shutdown, and mal function plan if they consider
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t hese rel eases possible. However, the rel eases would have to
be considered a mal function based on the definition as defined
in the final General Provisions. The definition in the
proposed General Provisions is as follows:

Mal f uncti on nmeans any sudden, infrequent, and not
reasonably preventable failure of air pollution
control equi pnent, process equi pnent, or a process
to operate in a normal or usual nmanner. Failures
that are caused in part by poor nmaintenance or
carel ess operation are not mal functions.

4.2.3 lnspections
Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D 33
| V-D-112) supported the use of DOT certification as a

denonstration of vapor-tightness. Two comenters (A-90-19:
I|V-D-32; IV-D112) stated that the HON correctly recognizes
the role of vessel owners in ensuring their vessels are
adequately pressure-tested. Two comenters (A-90-19:

| V-D-58; |1V-D-62) asserted that a rack owner's or operator's
l[iability should not extend beyond his area of responsibility,
and recomrended t hat beyond recordi ng properly docunented DOT
certification, the rack owner has no further liability in
connection wth the | eak performance of a tank truck or
railcar. Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-62; |V-D64)
recommended that EPA clearly state that fulfilling the
recordi ng and recordkeepi ng requirenments associated with the
DOT certification will relieve the owner or operator of the

| oading rack fromliability for infractions by the
transporter.

Response: The transfer operation provisions clearly
state in 863.126(e) that the source owner or operator is
responsi bl e for |oading organic HAP's into only tank trucks
and railcars which either have a current DOT certification, or
have been denonstrated to be vapor-tight. |In 863.130(e), the
provisions clearly state the recordkeeping responsibilities of
the source. The EPA does not consider it necessary or
advant ageous to explicitly state that the source has no
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further responsibility. The responsibilities under the
transfer provisions are explicitly stated in the above
mentioned sections of the HON, therefore it is not necessary
to make a broad statenent of the sources responsibility. Also
it is possible that the source has responsibilities under
other rules or in specific circunstances. Therefore nmaking a
broad statenment of the sources' responsibility could be
confusing; it is not advantageous for the EPA to nake a broad
statenent in the HON rul e regardi ng the sources’
responsibility for |eaks that occur.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-34 and | V-G 4)
contended that the pressure change used for the vapor-
tightness testing for gasoline trucks is too | ow conpared to
t he worki ng pressure of tank cars and tank trucks used by the
chem cal industry, and is therefore inappropriate in the HON
rule for transfer operations. The commenter (A-90-19:

IV-D-34 and | V-G 4) al so asserted that EPA-specified gauges
associated wth the proposed testing would not be anenable to
t he hi gh working pressures and may even be damaged during
testing.

One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 34) suggested that the EPA
devel op vapor-tightness testing procedures based on the
maxi mum al | owabl e wor ki ng pressures of the tank trucks and
railcars normally used by the chem cal industry. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) elaborated on this suggestion in
a subsequent notice (A-90-19: 1V-G4) by specifically
suggesting the foll ow ng:

"Gas pressure tank trucks to 10 psia and tank cars to
25 psia. Bubble test the vessels. Tighten/repair
fittings and seals until bubbles are no | onger visually
or audi bly detectable.™

Response: The EPA considers the vapor-tightness test to
be adequate for nost situations. |If a facility feels that the
vapor-tightness test is not appropriate for the conditions
that their vehicles operate under, the facility can choose to
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load only into DOT-certified tanks. The facility may al so use
anot her test method if they validate it using Method 301.
These options provide facilities with enough flexibility to
accomodat e their specific situation.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; [V-D99)
indicated that significant fugitive | oading em ssions may
result after maintenance activity on transport vehicles if
they are not |eak tested. The comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 70;
| V-D-99) recommended that the regul ation be changed to clearly
requi re each and every vehicle |oaded with a HAP to be
i nspected for vapor tightness after each mai ntenance cycle or
on a sem -annual basis at a mninum and that visual
i nspections of each vehicle and connection be conducted prior
to and during | oading.

Response: The transfer operations provisions require
annual |eak tests. The EPA considers this frequency adequate
for inspection of tank trucks and railcars for |eaks. The
gasol i ne marketing study (Evaluation of Air Pollution
Regul atory Strategies for Gasoline Marketing I ndustry, EPA-
450/ 3- 84-012a, July 1984, p. 3-11) docunents a significant
decrease in | eaks fromtank trucks that received an annual
i nspection. The commenter did not provide data specifying why
sem -annual inspections were necessary, nor did they describe
their benefits over annual inspections.

In regards to visual inspections of each vehicle and
connection prior to and during | oading, operators are required
to operate the vapor collection systemin order to collect the
organi ¢ HAP vapors di spl aced during | oading 863.126(a) (1) and
t heref ore nmust connect the vapor recovery hoses properly to
the vehicles. It is not necessary to specifically require
that this be inspected. |If the commenter is concerned that
| eaks w Il occur during |oading due to a failure in the
equi pnrent, these will be difficult to visually identify.

Al so, during loading, the vapors will be collected through the
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vapor recovery line and nost of the vapors will take this path
of | east resistance instead of through any failure in the

equi pnrent. The EPA considers the annual vapor tightness test
or DOT certification to be sufficient.

Comment: One vendor (A-90-19: [V-D-8) provided
information to the EPA on a | eak detection device they clained
coul d be used instead of Method 21 for conpliance with the
i nspection provisions for collection systens. Qhers
(A-90-19: I1V-D-14; 1V-D-15; IV-D-17; 1V-D-18; |1V-D19;
| V-D-20; IV-D-23; IV-D-24; IV-D-25; IV-D27; 1V-D28),
(A-90-20: 1V-D-2; IV-D-4) commented on procedures and
requi renents of Method 21.

Response: The EPA has provided a discussion on Method 21
and the alternate | eak detection device in section 5.0 of this
Bl D vol une.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D 33
| V-D-73), (A-90-22: 1V-D-7) suggested that the requirenents
in subpart H for |eak detection of equipnent are applicable to
vapor collection systens or transfer racks. The comenters
(A-90-19: IV-D-32; IV-D-33; IV-D-73), (A-90-22: |V-D-7)
recommended del eting the requirenent in 863.126(a)(3)(i) and
863.126(b)(3)(ii) of the transfer provisions. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) maintained that in many SOCM pl ants there
is a plant-w de cl osed-vent collection systemand that it is
essential that there be only one regulatory requirenent for
t hat system

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) anticipated that in the
future the subpart H requirenents may al so apply to non- HON
processes. The commenter indicated that it would be nost
expedi ent and | ess burdensone if there were only one
requi renent for |eak detection for all MACT standards.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-73) contended that the HON
transfer repair provisions would not allow for delay of repair
whi ch is needed for conponents in HAP service or in closed-
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vent service. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D73)
requested that the EPA add a provision for delay of repair
because transfer vapor collection systens may be common with
ot her processes.

Response: Method 21 | eak inspection provisions are
assenbled into a new section, 863.148 of subpart G The
transfer operations provisions have been revised to refer to
the cl osed-vent systemprovisions in this new section,

863. 148.

The transfer operations provisions have al so been revised
to refer to the delay of repair provisions in 863. 148 of
subpart G

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-64; [V-D73)
(A-90-22: 1V-D13) asserted that the EPA should exenpt
equi prent fromtransfer provisions consistently in al
sections. Two comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D73) (A-90-22:
| V-D-13) contended that the intent of 863.126(i) is to exclude
PRV's for safety purposes fromthe requirenents to have a fl ow
i ndi cator or car seal. The commenters (A-90-19: [|V-D73)
(A-90-22: 1V-D-13) stated that bleeds, drains, etc. are
excluded fromthe car seal or lock requirenents by 863.127(d);
however, no such exclusions are in 863.126(i). The commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) (A-90-22: 1V-D-13) urged that these two
sections be aligned. Another comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73)
requested that the EPA carry over the exclusion in 863.127(d)
to the reporting and recordkeepi ng section [ 863.129(d)].

Response: Sections 63.126(i), 63.127(d), and 63.129(d)
have been revised to exclude the sanme equi pnent.

4.2.4 Conpliance Schedul e

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D32; |V-D 34;
| V-D-58; IV-D-62; 1V-D112) clainmed that it may not be
possible to test |eaks within the 15-day period directed in

t he HON because of the intermttent nature of transfer
operations. The comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D32; |V-D 34,
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|V-D-58; IV-D-62; 1V-D-64; 1V-D112) protested that if a | eak
has been worked on but the transfer operation conponent is
shut down because all | oading has been conpleted or if the
rack is operated sporadically, there would be no way to screen
the conponent to determne if it had been fixed until the next
transfer operation, which nay exceed 15 days.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; 1V-D34; |V-D58;
| V-D-62; |1V-D 112) suggested that the EPA should all ow
monitoring to take place within the 15 day limt after repair,
or at the beginning of the next transfer operation if |oading
oper ati ons have ceased before screening could take pl ace.
Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-34; IV-D-62) clained
that since the transfer rack would not be in operation, there
would be little to no escape of organic vapors to the
at nosphere during idle tine. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-63) requested that the EPA grant an autonmati c extension
or exenption fromrepairing | eaks wwthin 15 days of detection
for low quantity transfer operations that may only be used
once or tw ce a nonth.

Response: The transfer operations provisions have been
revised to allow for testing |eaks within the 15-day [imt
after repair, or at the beginning of the next transfer
operation if | oading operations have ceased by the tinme
screeni ng woul d have taken pl ace.

4.3 RECORDKEEPI NG AND REPORTI NG

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-58; |V-D64)
contended that the recordkeeping and reporting requirenents in
the HON transfer provisions were excessive and burdensone.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-92) specifically asserted that
the transfer provisions require excessive recordkeeping if the
facility does not have a flare.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-34) contended that
recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents are excessive for
Goup 2 transfer operations and puts the source in the

2A 4- 147



position of being required to keep extensive records and nmake
cal cul ations on a point for which controls are not applicable.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) asserted that recordkeeping
is a needless requirenent for Goup 2 racks since the

determ nation of applicability for individual racks is to be
made based on utilization that occurred during the year
precedi ng promul gation [863.100(b)(5)(v) in the proposed HON.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D34) clainmed that the
applicability does not change unless there is a change in the
materi al | oaded at the | oading armor hose, which requires the
applicability to be redeterm ned. The comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-34) expressed concern that extensive recordkeeping and
reporting requirenments subject the source to potenti al
nonconpl i ance for failure to maintain records for a source

whi ch needs no control.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) suggested that the EPA
del et e recordkeeping requirenents for Goup 2 racks and
instead require a certification in a sem -annual report that a
change in material | oaded has not occurred.

Response: The EPA has nmade every effort to reduce the
recordkeepi ng and reporting burden and to require only those
records and reports necessary to determ ne conpliance. For
exanple, the 5-minute nonitoring and recordkeepi ng frequency
for control devices has been changed to a 15-m nute nonitoring
and recordkeepi ng frequency. The recordkeeping and reporting
requi renents for all the various control devices reflect what
IS necessary to determ ne conpliance.

The EPA does not consider the recordkeeping and reporting
requi renments excessive for Goup 2 transfer racks. The
records are very limted; only design and actual throughput,
wei ght - percent organi ¢ HAP, and the rack-wei ghted parti al
pressure of chemcals transferred are required. These records
are necessary to determne if there has been a change in the
rack's group status. The commenter is incorrect in stating
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that group status is determ ned based on pre-promnul gation
data. |If the anount and/or specific chem cals | oaded changes
after pronulgation, a Goup 2 rack could becone G oup 1.

The comenter has msinterpreted 863.100(b)(5)(v) in the
proposed HON and 863. 100(h) in the final rule. The intent of
proposed 863.100(b)(5) [863.100(h) in the final rule] is to
explain how to assign a rack/arm which transfers chem cal s
fromnore than one chem cal manufacturing process. Once the
rack/armis assigned to a chem cal manufacturing process, it
can be determned if the chem cal manufacturing process, and
therefore the rack/armis subject to subparts F and G Once
it is determned that a rack/armis subject to subpart G then
group status is determ ned. Therefore, if an owner or
operator determnes that a rack/armis not subject to
subparts F and G based on proposed 863. 100(b) (5)(v)

[ 863.100(h) in the final HON], then the rack/armis not
subject to the requirenments of either Goup 1 or Goup 2
racks. This section of subpart F has been revised to nmake
this nore clear.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 34) contended
t hat recordkeeping requirenents for continuous nonitoring of
transfer operations are excessive and costly. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-34) clainmed that | oading racks are physically
renmote fromcontrol roons in sone facilities and there is no
| ocati on where data can be easily stored. As a result,
intrinsically safe, weatherproof recorders would be required.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-34) clainmed that sinpler contro
devices woul d operate well with a reduced | evel of nonitoring
that may allow a | ess expensive and nore practical way of
ensuring proper em ssions control.

The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D34) suggested that the
frequency of nonitoring be significantly reduced to the extent
that it may be done w thout expensive continuous data
col l ection systens.
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Response: The nonitoring frequency has been reduced from
5 mnutes in sonme cases to 15 mnutes in all cases. The EPA
recogni zes that sonme new equi pnent may be required to neet the
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents of the
transfer operations. However, this frequency is considered
necessary for ensuring conpliance.

The comenter did not provide any specific
recommendati ons for reducing the burden or cost, except for
t he suggestion to reduce frequency. As explained in the
recor dkeepi ng and reporting chapter of the BID, an owner or
operator may request site-specific approval to use non-
automated nonitoring systens if relevant operating paraneters
are read and recorded no | ess frequently than once per hour,
and daily average values are calculated fromthe hourly val ues
and recorded, as provided in 863.151. The request nust
contain: (1) a description of the planned nonitoring and
recordkeepi ng system (2) docunentation that the source does
not have an automated system (3) reasons the source is
regul ating an alternative nonitoring and recordkeepi ng system
and (4) denonstration that the proposed nonitoring frequency
is sufficient to represent control device operating conditions
considering typical variability of the specific process and
control device operating paraneter being nonitored. In
approving the request, the permt authority may consider the
variability of the paranmeter, and whether a nonitoring
frequency that is longer than once every 15 mnutes is
sufficient to characterize control device operation.
4.4 WORDI NG OF THE PROVI SI ONS

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 64) contended
t hat throughout the transfer provisions, the word "recorder”
shoul d be changed to "continuous recorder”, since "recorder”
is an undefined termand "continuous recorder"” is defined.

Response: At proposal, the term "continuous recorder”
was specifically avoided because it refers to a device capabl e
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of generating a record at |east once every 15 mnutes. 1In the
proposed transfer operations provisions, sonme records are
taken every 5 mnutes. Since this was changed in the final
transfer operations provisions to records at |east once every
15 mnutes, all references to "recorder” have been changed to
"continuous recorder.” As with the other em ssion points, if
there are no nonitoring paraneter excursions during the day,
the owner or operator has the option to retain hourly averages
and discard the 15-m nute records.

Comment: One conmmenter requested that the EPA provide
English unit equival ents wherever a netric unit appears.

Response: The regul ation specifies only netric units
because the EPA enforces standards based on the netric system
Conversions to English units would introduce inprecision and
| ead to situations where enforcenent is unclear.

4.5 M SCELLANEQUS

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; 1V-D99)
asserted that the HON shoul d make provisions for the operator
to interlock the flow indicator with an autonatic systemto
stop the | oading procedure and close all open |ines when the
flow neter indicates a | eak to the atnosphere.

Response: The flow indicator, car seal or |ock-and-key
closures required in 863.126(1) ensure that em ssions are not
diverted to the atnosphere, directly or indirectly, through a
valve in the vent system The EPA does not consider it
necessary to require an automatic systemw th an interl ocking
flow indicator; however this type of systemis not precluded
in the transfer provisions.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D75) asserted that
t he point of generation for |oading operations should be
defined as after the point where the streamis destined for
di sposal, because that point is where em ssions may occur.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-75) contends that this is the
only reasonabl e definition, and shoul d be adopted.
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Response: The EPA does not consider a definition for
poi nt of generation to be applicable or necessary to transfer
operations. The comenter did not give any details on why
poi nt of generation should be defined for transfer operations.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-61; [V-D92)
recommended that the HON i nclude nore general |anguage to
allow for flexibility in controlling vapors from vapor
bal ancing. One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-92) clainmed that the
vapors from vapor bal ancing may be routed back to the process
unit, or may be pressurized to the tank car. Another
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-61) contended that the HON shoul d
al I ow vapor collection and return to process units as an
alternative control technology for transfer em ssions. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-61) stated that, for vapor bal ancing
systens that return material to the process unit, the vapor
col l ection system subject to LDAR requirenents [such as
specified in proposed 863.126(a)(3)] should be defined as the
vapor handling equi pnment up to the point of commngling with
raw feed.

Response: The transfer operations provisions allow for
owners or operators to conbine vapors with process vent
streans which are then sent to a control device. There is
nothing in the provisions that precludes shared control
devices. Also, transfer operations that are under pressure
are not subject to the HON transfer provisions.

The EPA considers allow ng vapors to be recycled back to
the process unit to be acceptable, except in cases where the
vapors are only being vented through a process unit and out to
the atnmosphere. In order to allow for recycling back to the
process unit, an option has been added to the transfer
operations provisions allow ng vapors fromtransfer operations
to be conmngled with the raw feed.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-64) asserted that
vapor collection systens should be operated to mnim ze,
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rather than prevent, the incidence of organic HAP vapors

coll ected at one | oading armfrom bei ng passed through anot her
arm because it would be inpossible to conpletely prevent

m nor occurrences of this.

Response: The vast mpjority of vapors can be prevented
from passing fromone armthrough another to the atnosphere;
however the EPA considers requiring all HAP vapors from
| oadi ng arns be prevented frombeing |ost to the atnosphere
overly stringent. The EPA agrees with the commenter that it
is inpossible to conpletely prevent every nol ecul e of HAP
vapors from being diverted through another armto the
at nosphere. I n order to better conmunicate this requirenent
the provisions in 863.126(a)(2) have been revised.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 33) suggested
that the definition of recovery device in 863.101 be used in
863. 111.

Response: Recovery device is defined in nmuch the sanme
way in 863.101 of subpart F and 863.111 of subpart G In
order to elimnate redundancy, the definition in 863. 111 of
subpart G was renoved in the final provisions.

In order to be consistent, the definition for control
devi ce was noved from 863. 111 of subpart G to 863.101 of
subpart F.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-22: 1V-D 13) suggested
that the EPA clarify that manifol ded vent |ines on | oading
arns do not require car seals or flow indicators. The
commenter (A-90-22: [V-D-13) stated that, for manifold vent
lines, a positive closure such as a plug or a cap is preferred
over car seals because car seals are inpractical. The
commenter (A-90-22: [V-D-13) explained that car seals m ght
need to be renoved and reapplied several tines at a busy
| oadi ng rack. The comenter (A-90-22: |1V-D-13) contended
that nonthly inspections of car seals and flow indicators on a
mani f ol ded vent |ine are neani ngl ess.
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Response: The provisions requiring a car seal, | ock-and-
key type closure, or a flow indicator do not apply to
mani f ol ded vent |ines on |oading arnms. The provisions apply
to the vapor recovery lines.
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5.0 EQUI PMENT LEAKS

5.1 STANDARDS
5.1.1 863.162: Ceneral

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-33; |V-D 34;
|V-D-57; IV-D-73; IV-D77; IV-D-79; IV-D-97) requested that a
sufficient period of tine should be allowed for installation

of equi pnent required to achieve conpliance with the standard.
One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) argued that the 6 to
18 nmonths allowed in the proposed rule did not take into
account inplenmentation problens that m ght occur. The group
of comenters (A-90-19: I1V-D-33; IV-D-34; IV-D-57; IV-D73;
|V-D-77; 1V-D-79; 1V-D-97) requested a conpliance tine simlar
to the 3-year conpliance schedul e all owed under subpart G
Anot her commenter (A-90-19: |V-D33) argued that subpart H
should allow up to one-year conpliance waiver for installation
of controls. Exanples of equipnment requirenents cited include
installation of a seal systemon a conpressor, installation of
a sanpling connection system or equi pping a open-ended val ve
or line with a cap.

Response: The EPA does not agree with the conmenters
t hat sources should be allowed up to 3 years to conply with
the provisions in subpart H  Subpart H consists of a
conbi nati on of work practice requirenents for many equi pnent
conponent s and equi prent standards for conpressors, sanpling
systens, open ended lines or valves, and pressure relief
valves. Unlike the requirenents in subpart G the equi pnent
requi red by subpart H should not involve |long periods of tinme
for design, construction, and installation. The comenters
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did not provide any information that would justify
establ i shing a source-category-w de conpliance schedul e for
subpart Hsimlar to that provided for subpart G  The EPA
recogni zes that there may be circunstances present in
individual facilities where an extension is appropriate for
conpliance with certain requirements in subpart H In such
cases, the owner or operator may request an extension of
conpliance through the provisions of 863.6(i)(4) of subpart A
Section 63.182(a)(6) of subpart H has been added to subpart H
to clarify that extensions of conpliance may be requested if
additional time is necessary for installation of equipnent
requi red by subpart H.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) suggested the
general standards for process units subject to subpart H were
anbi guous and needed clarification. Specific concerns
menti oned by the commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) were (1)
paragraph (a) requires the owner or operator to "denonstrate
conpliance" but actually is requiring conpliance, not the
denonstration thereof; (2) paragraph (b) needs to be nore
explicit as to what records could be reviewed; and (3)
paragraph (e) needs to be clarified to specify that it refers
to equi pnent intended to operate under vacuum during nor nal
operations, not that the equi pnment nust be under vacuum at al
times including startup or shutdown. In addition, paragraphs
(e) and (f) require negative recordkeeping - identification of
i ndi vi dual pieces of equipnment that are not subject to the
subpart.

Response: The EPA considered the commenter's suggestions
and, where appropriate, revised the final rule. Specific
changes made to the general standards in 863.162 were: (1)
Par agraph (a) was del eted because all general conpliance
requi renents are |located in subparts F and |; (2) paragraph
(b) revised to cite the specific records; and (3) paragraph
(e) was deleted. Paragraph (b) was revised to specifically
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cite the required records to renove any possible anbiguity in
the rule regarding required records. Section 63.181 in the
final rule specifies all the required records. The

requi renent in paragraph (e) to docunent all equipnent in
vacuum servi ce was renoved because it is possible to identify
such equi pnent by inspection of the process unit and this
requi renent added an unnecessary recordkeepi ng burden. The
requi renent in paragraph (f) of the proposed rule to docunent
equi pnent in HAP service |ess than 300 hours was retained,
however. It was the EPA's opinion that this record was
necessary because it would not be possible to determne this
by i nspection.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) asserted that
it is arbitrary to require 1-year conpliance waiver requests
to be submtted 1 year before the conpliance date. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) requested that the EPA
reconsi der these stipul ations.

Response: The EPA believes that the commenter
msinterpreted the requirenment in 863.182(a)(2) for submittal
of a notification of applicability as al so applying to waiver
requests. Section 63.182 has been redrafted to renove this
source of confusion and specify the dates by which the request
nmust be submtted and the required information. The final
rule specifies that the waiver request nust be submtted no
|ater than 3 nonths before the conpliance date. This tinme
period is sufficient to permt review of the application and
notification before the conpliance dates. The submttal date
differs fromthe tinme period specified in the general
provi sions (subpart A) because the conpliance dates for
subpart H and the provisions in subpart A would not allow any
requests for conpliance extensions.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-79; |V-D 105)
reasoned that facilities subject to 40 CFR part 61 subpart F
shoul d be exenpt from40 CFR part 63 subpart H  The
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commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-79; 1V-D 105) argued that no
benefit would be gained by making these facilities conply with
subpart H since they are already subject to a simlar program
One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-79) also requested that the EPA
provi de a phase-in period for facilities currently conplying
wi th existing equipnment |eak rules.

Response: As part of the general evaluation of
overl apping requirenents in part 60 and 61 rules, the EPA
consi dered whet her the equi pnment | eak standard in the Vinyl
Chl ori de NESHAP (subpart F of part 61) was nore stringent than
the requirenents in subpart H It was concluded that for
Vinyl Chloride the stringency conparison needs to be on a
case-by-case basis. It is not possible to do the eval uation
on a national basis because subpart F of part 61 initially
requi red a sel f-devel oped program and the requirenent to
conply with the provisions in subpart V of part 61 was added
|ater, as an additional requirenent. Therefore, the final
rule provides that sources subject to both subpart F of
part 61 and the HON may request a determ nation by the permt
authority of the programto be inplenented. Because the phase
| provisions for punps and valves are identical to those in
subpart V of part 61, the EPA believes that this evaluation
can be conducted during the first year of the standard and no
addi tional burden will result.

The EPA did not provide a phase-in period for facilities
currently conplying with existing equipnment | eak standards in
part 60 or 61, as requested by the commenter. The EPA thinks
a facility that is already conplying with existing rules
(1.e., NSPS or NESHAP) should have less difficulty achieving
conpl i ance under subpart H because they already have a program
in place. The commenter did not provide details on why extra
time should be allowed for these facilities.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested
that it is not necessary to exclude dual nechani cal seal punps
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and conpressors in VOC service fromthe override of 40 CFR
part 60 or 61 requirenments in 863.160(d). The commenter
observed that requirenents for dual nechanical seal punps and
the requirenments for conpressors are virtually identical and
thus, there is no need to require such exceptions.

Response: The standard has been revised to renove this
limtation because, as noted by the comrenter, there are no
practical differences in the requirenents.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-20: 1V-D-38; V-G 3)
argued that application of the requirenents of subpart Hto
phosgene-cont ai ni ng equi pnent at diisocyanate units woul d not
be useful since these units are presently nonitored for any
| eaks using sensitive perinmeter nonitoring systenms. The
coment ers suggested that subpart H include a provision that
woul d al |l ow use of area nonitoring systens for phosgene
containing equipnent in lieu of the | eak detection provisions
t hat woul d otherw se apply under subpart H.

Response: The final rule provides provisions that allow
establishment of alternative nonitoring provisions provided it
can be denonstrated that this systemcan at | east detect a
500 ppm |l eak. This denonstration can be based on di spersion
nmodel i ng, engi neering cal cul ati ons, or past experience. It is
expected that allowable systens will be highly dependent on
the HAP's being nonitored as well as site |ayout.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D27) recommended
that an exenption from periodic nonitoring be provided for
cases where it is not feasible to nonitor. The comenter
cited 2 exanples of cases where nonitoring would be
infeasible: (1) chem cals which can not be reliably detected
by avail able instrunents; and (2) contai nment areas where the
process is isolated due to concerns with health and safety
i ssues or concerns with product contam nation. The commenter
suggested for these cases the rule require repair if there is
visible, audible or olfactory evidence of a |eak.
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Response: The EPA does not believe that exenption from
periodic nonitoring is warranted or necessary. For cases
where no instrunent exists, the rule allows the owner or
operator to nonitor a surrogate or to request approval of an
alternative program Section 63.179 of subpart H al so exenpts
encl osed process units that are vented through a control
device fromthe periodic nonitoring requirenents.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D86) stressed that
6 months to inplenment the rule for Goup | sources is too
brief. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 86) recommended t hat
smal| facilities be allowed 3 years to conply, citing the | ack
of environnental staffing and the cost of instituting the
program as reasons to defer inplenentation. Another commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-92) also noted that a 6-nonth period was too
brief to inplenment the rule for facilities that are not yet
i npl enmenting an LDAR program

Response: The EPA considers that anple notice has
al ready been given. The original agreenment was published in
the Federal Register on March 2, 1991. The HON was proposed
in Decenber 1992 and will be promul gated at the end of
February 1994. This is a tinme span of 3 years and the EPA
mai ntains that this should have provided anple tine to
determ ne applicability and inplenent the nmeans for achieving
conpl i ance.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D27) recommended
that the definition of connector be nodified to state that
connections between sections of a vessel and between the
vessel and head gaskets are not considered connectors. This
comenter al so suggested that the definition of screwed
connector be nodified to incorporate the definition of
connector. The commenter thought that this change woul d avoid
conf usi on.

Response: The EPA considers the two definitions to be
clear and that the possibility of confusion unlikely. The
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definition of connector states that: "connector neans
fl anged, screwed, or other joined fittings used to connect two

pipe lines or a pipe line and a piece of equi pnent. I n

ot her words, a connector is a device that connects two pipes
or a piece of equipnent. Since a vessel is neither a piece of
pi pe or a piece of equi pnent, connections between sections of
a vessel and between the vessel and head gaskets cannot be
consi dered connectors. The rule defines equi pnent as:

Equi pnrent neans each punp, conpressor, agitator,
pressure relief device, sanpling connection system
open-ended val ve or |ine, valve, connector, surge
control vessel, bottons receiver, and
instrunmentation systemin volatile hazardous air
pol |l utant service; and any control devices or
systens required by this subpart.

The definition of connector was not added to the definition of
screwed connector because the definition of connector clearly
states that screwed connectors are one type of connector.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested
that all units, not just batch processes, be allowed to
nmonitor anytime the equipnent is in service with any
detectable material, not just VHAP. The commenter suggested
this additional flexibility would nmake the nonitoring nore
cost-efficient.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that this
flexibility should be available for continuous as well as
batch processes. Accordingly the rule has been nodified to
al l ow use of surrogate nonitoring to check for | eaking
equi pnent .

5.1.2 863.163: Punps in Light Liquid Service

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D60) requested

that the rule allow an owner or operator to calculate a

percent age of |eaking val ves, connectors, or punps for groups
of simlar process units, citing this option as one nethod of
provi di ng nmeani ngful |eak rate data.
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Response: The EPA is uncertain just what the conmenter
meant by "nmeani ngful |eak rate data"”. The punp standard, in
863.163(a)(2) of subpart H, allows the owner or operator to
cal cul ate the percent |eaking punps on a process unit basis or
a source-wi de basis. The Commttee agreed to this provision
to consider the snmall nunber of punps typically in a process
unit and potential problens associated wth small popul ati ons
and site-specific concerns. The commenter's suggestion of
anot her option for the cal cul ati ons does not appear necessary
and wil|l add additional conplexity to the standard.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) recommended
that 863.163(g) of subpart H be nodified to al so exenpt from
the nonitoring requirenents in paragraphs 863. 163(b) through
(e) any systens that capture and transport | eakage fromthe
seal (s) to the process recovery system

Response: The provisions in 863.163(g) have been revised
to allow the owner or operator to route the | eakage back to
the process where the material wll be recycled as well as to
a control device. The EPA considers this change to be a
clarification since the process recovery systemneets the
definition of control device under subpart H.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) thought the
rul e should specify that punps installed after the
applicability date are in the sane phase as the remai nder of
the process unit. The commenter (A-90-20: |[|V-D 19) suggested
t hat paragraph 863.163(a)(3) be added to read:

(3) Al punps within a process unit are in the sanme
phase, including punps installed in the process unit
after that applicability date.

Response: The EPA does not think that the suggested
| anguage needs to be added to the standard. Subpart H
specifies that the phases are determ ned on a process unit
basi s not by the individual piece of equipnent. The EPA
believes that the commenter's concern result fromdifficulties
with inplementation of the provisions in 40 CFR part 61,
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subparts J and V, benzene equi pnent | eaks NESHAP. The benzene
NESHAP specifies applicability in terns of each piece of
equi pnent and not on a process unit basis. To prevent simlar
difficulties fromarising in inplenentation of subpart H the
EPA wi Il explain in enabling materials and inspection manual s
that the phases of the punp and val ve standards are determ ned
on a process unit basis and addition of a new valve or punp
does not alter the phase the equipnent is considered to be in.
Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) requested
clarification of when followup nonitoring is required for a
punp that has been repaired. The commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D- 19) suggested anendi ng 863.163(c)(1) by adding the
fol | ow ng:

Repaired shall nean that indications of |iquids
dripping fromthe punp seal are no |onger present
when the punp is returned to VHAP servi ce.

Subsequent nonthly nonitoring may be used to confirm
that repair was successful

The commenter reasoned since nonitoring is performed nonthly,
nmoni toring during the next schedul ed nonitoring period should
be accept abl e.

Response: The termrepaired is defined in 863.161 as
"equi pnment is adjusted or otherwise altered to elimnate a
| eak as defined in the applicable sections of this subpart.”
Thus, a punp cannot be classed as repaired until it is
monitored and is confirmed to be below the action level. This
confirmation nonitoring is an inherent part of the LDAR
program and shoul d not present an undue burden. The EPA does
not consi der the suggested change i s necessary.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) recommended
that the EPA not require nonitoring of DMS punps when a | eak
is determned visually. The commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19)
observed that 863.163(b)(3) specifies that indications of
liquids dripping found during a visual inspection of a punp
are considered | eaks. The commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19)

t hought that this a sensible approach, which elimnates
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unnecessary extra nonitoring, but is not consistent with
863.163(e)(4)(i). The latter section requires nonitoring if a
DMS seal punp shows indications of |iquids dripping at the
time of the visual inspection. The commenter (A-90-20:

| V-D-19) recomended that the EPA make the two sections

consi stent.

Response: The two cited sections in the punp standard
di ffer because the DMS seal |eak could be a | oss of barrier
fluid and would not result in loss of volatile materials or an
i nstrunment reading of 1000 ppm In such cases, the DVS seal
woul d not be considered to be | eaking. The provisions in
863. 163(b) of subpart H apply punps such as single nmechani cal
seal punps, reciprocating punps, etc. In these cases, the
presence of a drip will indicate | oss of process fluid that is
inlight liquid service and undoubtedly woul d be neasured as a
| eak. The EPA, therefore, did not revise the provisions as
suggest ed because sone owners or operators subject to the
standard woul d object to the | oss of the opportunity to show
that the drip froma DV5 is not a |eak.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested
that the percent | eaking punps calculation is not appropriate
for process units/plant sites with a | arge nunber of DMS or
seal | ess punps. The commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) clained
that sonme process units/plant sites have a | arge nunber of DVB
and seal l ess punps. Since these punps are not included in the
PL termof the percent |eaking punps cal culation (nonitoring
requi red by 863.163(e)(4)(i) is not included in the definition
of P), a plant with over 90 percent non-single seal punps
woul d never exceed the 10 percent limt which triggers the
punmp QP. Plants in this situation should not be required to
cal cul ate percent |eaking punps, as the data is neani ngl ess.
The commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested exenpting these
plants fromthe requirenent to cal cul ate percent | eaking

punps.
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Response: The EPA agrees that in such cases the
cal culation is unnecessary. The recommended | anguage was
added to the punp provisions in 863.163 of subpart H
5.1.3 §863.164: Conpressors

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-92) recommended
that the use of double nmechanical seals should not be
required. Instead, the commenter (A-90-19: [V-D92)
advocated that the standard be expressed as a perfornmance

standard that woul d necessitate use of the appropriate seal.

Response: As with punps, a performance standard for
conpressors is not feasible. Even though conpressor seals can
be equipped to rel ease enm ssions into a conveyance nechani sm
measurenent of these em ssions is inpracticable. The standard
al l ows use of systens that vent the seal area to a contro
device as well as dual nechanical systens or seall ess
conpressors.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) asserted that
conpressors w th doubl e nmechani cal seals should be exenpt from
nmoni toring requirenents.

Response: Conpressors equi pped with doubl e mechani cal
seal s are exenpt fromthe LDAR program The only requirenent
is for a sensor to detect failure of the seal system or
barrier fluid system These sensors are necessary because
seals can fail and | arge em ssions could result.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) recommended
several clarifications to the provisions for conpressors
vented to cl osed-vent systens. The commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) requested clarification of the type of enclosure that
woul d neet the criteria for exenption: Wuld a | aboratory
type hood be consi dered applicable, or does the encl osure need
to fully encase the equi pnment? The commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) al so requested that the cl osed-vent system be all owed
to vent back to the process, as well as to a control device.
The comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) cited provisions in the
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benzene waste operations NESHAP [ See 40 CFR 61.342(c)(21)(iii)
of subpart FF of part 61] as an exanple where the EPA has

al lowed recycling in lieu of destruction only. The comrenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) questioned the rel evance of the

requi renents of paragraphs 63.164(c) through (f) of subpart H
for conpressors equi pped with closed vent systens. It was

al so noted that the | ast phrase of 863.163(h) "except as
provided in paragraph (i) of this section” is unnecessary.

Par agraphs 63. 164(h) and (i) are separate exenptions, not
dependent on each ot her.

Response: The provision in 863.164(h) is deliberately
drafted in a manner that does not specify the actual equi pnent
that can be used. That is, the standard does not specify that
the conpressor be fully enclosed or equi pped with a hood, or
t hat other specific equipnment be applied. The requirenent is
to collect any | eakage and convey it to a control device.
This requi renment can be nmet by any nunber of different
systens. Systens that enclose ports in the seal area and
evacuate the coll ected gases are one acceptabl e neans of
conpliance as are systens that enclose the entire conpressor.
Wi |l e the EPA understands the desire for nore specificity as
to what is acceptable neans of conpliance, the EPA is al so
concerned that the standard be achi evabl e by a nunber of
different systens and allow flexibility. Therefore, the
| anguage in 863.164 was not revised to be nore explicit as
requested by the commenter.

In response to the comenter's concerns, 863.164(h) was
edited to allow venting of em ssions to the process or to a
control device. The cross references to the other provisions
in 863.163 were also revised to clarify the exenpted
par agr aphs.

5.1.4 §863.165: Pressure Relief Valves in Gas/Vapor Service

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) thought the
monitoring requirenents for pressure relief devices in
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gas/ vapor service to be unclear. Specific questions raised by
the comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) were: D d the EPA intend
for pressure relief devices to be nonitored initially in order
to determne that they neet the | ess than 500 ppm above
background criteria, and if not why does 863.181(b)(4) require
retention of docunentation of conpliance tests required in
863.165. If it was the EPA's intention to require such

nmoni toring, the comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) recommended t hat
it be witten out in this section.

Response: The intent of the provisions in 863.165(a) is
to denonstrate that the PRV has reseated properly after an
overpressure discharge. The standard does not require a
conpliance test or routine nonitoring.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) requested
that the EPA clarify whether pressure rel ease events are
i solated incidents or can occur as a series of discharges over
a relatively short tinme period. For process units that cannot
be shutdown i nmedi ately upon upset, the commenter thought the
present | anguage in 863.165(b) would require nonitoring with
no benefit under potentially dangerous conditions. Another
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) requested that 863.165(b)(2) be
edited to require monitoring wwthin 5 days of being repaired
or returned to VHAP service.

Response: The EPA believes that the provisions in
863. 165(b) already accommpdate the situation described by the
first conmenter since delay of repair is allowed. The purpose
of the nmonitoring is to confirmthat the PRV has reseated
properly after an overpressure discharge. The definition of
pressure rel ease has been revised to clarify that it may be a
single isolated discharge or a series of rel eases over a short
time period due to the sanme process nmal function.

The EPA agrees with the other conmmenter's that the tine
period follow ng a process unit shutdown should be clarified.
The provisions in 863.165(b)(2) have been revised to clarify
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that the 5 days is followi ng repair and being returned to HAP
servi ce.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; [V-D 34)
suggested that pressure relief valves which are unsafe to
monitor or repair should be exenpted fromthese requirenents.
One of the commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) noted that a major
safety risk would be posed if a pressure relief valve in
gas/ vapor service released while nonitoring or repair
personnel were present.

Response: The intent of the provisions in 863.165 is to
ensure that there is no | eakage fromthe PRV during normal
operations (i.e., periods when there is not an overpressure
di scharge). There are two primary alternatives for
controlling equi pment | eaks from PRV s: use of a rupture disk
in conjunction wwth the PRV, or use of a closed vent system
| f an owner or operator elects to use either of these control
options, there is no requirenent to nonitor the PRV after
repair.

The standard al so allows use of a PRV al one provided the
PRV is denonstrated to have been returned to | ess than 500 ppm
within 5 days of the overpressure discharge, unless repair is
technically infeasible without a process unit shutdown. \While
the comenters did not provide exanples of situations where it
woul d be unsafe to repair or nonitor the PRV, the EPA believes
that these cases would al so be situations where it was
infeasible to repair without a process unit shutdown. Thus,
the standard al ready provides the exenption that the
commenters requested. The standard does not require routine
monitoring of PRV's or annual conpliance denonstrations so the
EPA does not believe that the provisions pose a najor safety
hazard to nonitoring personnel.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-77; A-90-20:
| V-D-19) recommended that the rule allow installation of a
rupture di sk under the pressure relief valve in lieu of
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monitoring after a pressure release or nonitoring of the

cl osed vent system Several other commenters (A-90-19:

| V-D-69 and |1 V-D-89; A-90-20: 1V-D9) suggested that rupture
di sks and sensor systens be exenpt fromthe provisions of this
section because these systens detect em ssions before they can
be rel eased to the atnosphere.

Response: The rul e has been clarified to explicitly
exenpt PRV's equi pped with rupture disks fromthe foll ow up
moni toring requirenents of 863.165(b)(2). For these systens,
the standard requires that a new rupture disk be installed
upstream of the PRV no later than 5 days after the pressure
rel ease, unless the process unit mnmust be shutdown in order to
install the replacenent rupture disk.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D77) requested
clarification of the requirenents for situations in which
relief valves are | ocated on a closed vent systemfor
protection of the vent system equi pnment. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) proposed that instead of being subject to
nmoni toring, these systens could have a pressure indicator,
| ocat ed between the rupture disk and the PRV, to indicate the
need for replacenent. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) noted
that these val ves are not equipped with an isolation valve,
whi ch neans the soonest these valves can be repaired would be
at the next process unit shutdown.

Response: Rupture disks installed upstreamof a PRV are
one of two primary alternatives for control of em ssions from
PRV's. As noted in response to the precedi ng conment, 863. 165
has been revised to clarify that rupture disks are one neans
of conpliance with the standard. Thus, the approach proposed
by the commenter is acceptable. Al though it is not clear
fromthe comment |etter whether there is confusion regarding
the applicability of the requirenents for PRV's, the EPA would
like to clarify that the provisions in 863.165 only apply to
PRV's that are in organic HAP service (at |east 5 weight
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percent organic HAP). Thus, these provisions primarily affect
PRV' s on process equi prment .

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D34) requested
that an exenption be provided for PRV s connected to a common
vent header which discharges to the atnosphere.

Response: Section 63.165(c) exenpts PRV s connected to
cl osed vent systenms with control devices fromthe nonitoring
requi renent because if the PRV does not reseat properly the
| eakage will be controlled. |If the commenter's facility
connects the PRV's to a control device before discharge to the
at nosphere there is no need to nonitor the PRV after a
di scharge. However, if the comrenter's facility has PRV s
connected to a common header and there is no control before
di scharge to the atnosphere, the comenter will either have to
install rupture disks, a control device, or take another
approach toward determning if the PRV has reseated properly.
The EPA does not believe that it would be appropriate to
exenpt PRV's fromthe requirenent nerely because it would be
i nconvenient to conply.

5.1.5 §863.166: Sanpling Connection Systens

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-20: [1V-D-19; [V-D 27)

recomended that the definition of closed-Ioop system be

nodi fied to clarify the intent of the provisions. The
commenters' (A-90-20: 1V-D-19; 1V-D-27) understanding is that
the intent is to insure that air emssions fromsanpling are
m nimzed and the purged material is returned to the process.
One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D27) suggested that the proposed
definition of closed-loop systeminplies there are no air

em ssions and thus there is no difference between cl osed-I| oop
and in-situ sanpling systens. The other comrenter (A-90-20:

| V-D-19) thought that 863.166(a) could be interpreted to nean
both the purged material and the sanple need to be collected
in a closed-purge, closed-loop, or closed vent system The
commenter (A-90-20: [V-D-19) requested that this section be
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clarified. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) also
requested confirmation that rinsing of sanple bottles prior to
sanple collection is acceptable as long as the rinsate is
collected and the container is not left open to the

at nosphere.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters that the
intent of the sanpling connection systemprovisions is to
ensure that purged material is captured and returned to the
process or destroyed, and does not apply to the sanple.
Section 63.166 has been clarified regarding the applicability
of the requirenents to the sanple material .

The EPA al so agrees that it is acceptable to rinse sanple
bottles provided the rinsate is collected and properly
recycled or destroyed. This approach is fully consistent with
the intent of the provisions which is to prevent purging of
process fluids to the ground, sewer drain, or atnosphere. The
potential for a small anmount of em ssions during the sanpling
procedures is recognized and a zero em ssions standard i s not
i nt ended.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 34) requested
that the EPA clarify whether analyzer vents are considered to
be part of the sanpling system and subject to controls under
863. 166. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) referenced severa
EPA docunents and rules to support his view that sanpling
connection systens apply at the point the sanple is renoved
fromthe process.

Response: The EPA agrees that gas streans exiting an
anal yzer are not considered to be subject to the provisions of
863. 166. The commenter is correct in noting that the focus of
this provision is at the point where sanples are renoved from
the process. The EPA believes that the question has arisen
due to the lack of clarity regarding the neaning of the term
anal yzer vent. In particular, the term"anal yzer vent" has on
occasi on been used to refer to the gases purged through a
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sanple manifold system In these systens, the analyzers
renove a sanple of the gas fromthe manifold. The provisions
in 863.166 would apply to the gas flow through the manifold,
but woul d not apply to the gases exiting the anal yzer.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-34; |V-D54)
suggested that the EPA provide exanples, in the form of
di agrans or draw ngs, show ng acceptabl e sanpling systens,

i ncluding comrercially avail able systens. The commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-34; IV-D-54) indicated that illustrations are
necessary because the definitions in the proposed rule are
conf usi ng.

Response: The EPA agrees that draw ngs coul d be hel pful
to supplenent the definitions given in the regul ation.

Al t hough the commenters did not clearly indicate whether they
wanted the illustrations to appear in the regulation or the
BID, the EPA feels that the BID would be the nore appropriate
place. An illustration has been provided in the appendix of
thi s docunent.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) recommended
that 863.166(c) be expanded to exenpt sanpling systens w thout
purges fromthe equi pment standard requirenments in paragraphs
(a) and (b). The comrenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) also
recommended that non-routine grab sanples taken during process
upset conditions be exenpted.

Response: Section 63.166(c) has been revised to al so
exenpt sanpling systens wthout purges fromthe requirenent to
use cl osed-1oop, closed-purge, or a closed vent system The
change was nmade because it is possible in sone cases to design
sanpling systens to collect sanples w thout purging the sanple
line. It is expected that the owner or operator of the source
will be able to show that the systemis operated w thout
purges or why it is infeasible to purge materials through this
sanpling system
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The suggestion that non-routine grab sanples al so be
excluded fromthe provisions in 863.166 was not adopted. The
EPA bel i eves that the owner or operator should include
activities such as this in the startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan. The provisions in subpart H are intended to
apply during periods of normal operation and not during
mal functions and process upsets, which should be addressed in
the source's startup, shutdown, and mal function plan contai ned
in 863.6(e)(3) of the General Provisions.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-60) requested
t hat equi pnent in heavy liquid service, that has a
concentration of |less than 500 ppmin the line, be exenpted
fromthe sanpling connection systemrequirenent. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-60) suggested that this exenption
woul d be appropriate because sone materials have extrenely | ow
vapor pressures and, therefore, essentially no em ssion
potenti al .

Response: If the comenter is referring to a stream
conposition |l ess than 500 ppm of HAP, the provisions would not
apply. In order for the provisions to apply, the equi pnment
must be in organic HAP service, which is defined as:

In organi c HAP service neans a piece of equi pnment
either contains or contacts a fluid (liquid or gas)
that is at |least 5 percent by weight of total

or gani ¢ HAF' s.

On the other hand, if the comenter is referring to the
concentration of the vapor above the liquid, the EPA does not
agree that it would be appropriate to exenpt equi pnent in
heavy liquid service fromthis requirenent. Heavy |iquid
streans have the potential to emt VOC s and organic HAP's to
t he atnosphere, particularly frompurged materials that are at
el evated tenperatures or materials purged to sewer drains.
Since the requirenents for sanpling connection systens all ows
the use of closed-purge systens as well as cl osed-| oop
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sanpling, the EPA believes the standard is achievable for
equi prent in heavy-1liquid service.
5.1.6 §863.167: Open-ended Valves or Lines

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) requested
that an exenption be provided for energency shutdown systens,

whi ch are designed to open automatically during process
upsets. These automatically opening vent |ines nmust never be
cl osed even with a second val ve.

Response: The EPA agrees that automatically opening vent
lines which are part of an energency shutdown system shoul d
not be required to add a second valve or cap. It was also
determ ned that the requirenments for block and bl eed systens
were not appropriate. Section 63.167(d) was, therefore, added
to the final rule to address a potential safety hazard.
Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-60) requested that
equi pnent in heavy |liquid service be exenpt fromthis
requi renent due to the very |low potential for em ssions. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-60) reported that a Method 21 survey
of their caprolactam plant showed the majority of 5,000 open
ended lines had no detectable em ssions readings and the
si ngl e highest concentration recorded was 21 ppm

Response: According to the analysis that acconpanied a
previ ous equi pnent | eak standard (40 CFR part 60, subpart WV,
[48 FR 48328]), these controls are cost-effective and it is
common practice in the industry to cap |lines.

5.1.7 863.168: Valves in Gas/Vapor Service and in Light
Li quid Service

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 92) suggested

that the subpart should include a random 200-val ve test as an

alternative standard for valves. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-92) recomended that such an option could allow units
that stayed bel ow 2 percent | eaking valves (where a leak is
defined as 2000 ppnv) for 2 years to randomy test 200 val ves
or 10 percent of the valves annually. \Whenever the unit
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exceeded 2 percent | eaking valves, the owner would be required
to resune quarterly nonitoring. The comrenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-92) stated that this option would provide an incentive
for conpliance.

Response: Although certain aspects of the conmmenter's
suggestion have nerit, it nust be noted that the nunbers
mentioned are significantly |less stringent than the |evels
agreed to by the negotiating commttee. For exanple, after
the first year, the definition of |eak beconmes 500 ppnv, not
2,000 ppnv as suggested by the cormenter. Additionally, the
commenter indicated that quarterly nonitoring would be
appropriate for units exceeding the 2 percent |eakage rate,
yet the original agreenment was for QP or nonthly nonitoring
for this situation.

The EPA al so notes that the conmttee did consider
several options for random sanpling alternatives, all of which
were rejected due to difficulty in determ ning whether sanples
were truly random

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D 32; A-90-20:
| V-D-3) requested that the EPA clarify 863.168(e)(1) by
speci fying how | eaks that recur within 90 days of repair
shoul d be considered in the cal cul ati on of percent | eaking
val ves. The commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D32; A-90-20: [V-D3)
guestioned whet her the | eak should be (1) treated as a new
| eak; (2) treated as a leak for which the initial attenpt at
repair failed; or (3) put on the list for repair during the
next process unit shutdown. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
A-90-20: 1V-D3) suggested that either (1) the recurrence be
treated as a new | eak froma repair standpoint, but not be
counted in the percentage of |eaks; or (2) the equi pnent be
put on the nonrepairable |ist and repaired at the next
shut down.

Response: Section 63.168(e)(1l) was clarified to specify
that the cal culation of percent |eaking valves is based on the
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nunber of valves determ ned to be nonitored during the
periodic nonitoring. Thus, if the process unit is on a
quarterly nonitoring schedule the foll owup nonitoring at

90 days woul d be conducted as part of the routine quarterly
screening and if the valve is found to be |eaking again woul d
be counted as a leak. |If the process unit is on a sem annual
or annual nonitoring schedule, the valve would have to be
repaired but not be counted in the cal cul ati on of percent

| eaki ng valves. |If the owner or operator determ nes that the
val ve nust be renoved in order to repair it in the shop, then
t he val ve woul d be put on the nonrepairables Iist.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) requested
that the EPA clarify the nonitoring schedule if a new valve is
installed. This commenter (A-90-20: [V-D-19) noted that
863. 168(f) specifies procedures for repairing |eaking valves,
but does not provide for repairs conpleted by replacing the
val ve. The commenter (A-90-20: [1V-D-19) noted that it would
be unmanageable if the val ve nust be kept on a separate
nmoni toring schedule fromthe other valves in the process unit.

Response: As discussed earlier in response to a simlar
comment on the punp standard, subpart H specifies the
nmoni toring frequency and the phases of the standard on a
process unit basis. The standard does not establish
nmoni toring frequency for individual itens of equipnent. The
EPA agrees with the commenter that it would be unmanageable to
have individual valves on different nonitoring schedules. To
m ni m ze possible inplenmentation problens, the EPA will
explain in enabling materials and inspection manuals that the
phases of the punp and val ve standards are determ ned on a
process unit basis and addition of a new val ve or punp does
not alter the phase the equipnent is considered to be in or
the nonitoring frequency of the equi pnent.

The EPA would also like to clarify that 863.168(f)
provides a partial list of actions that can be taken as a
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first attenpt at repair. These exanples were included at the
request of some Conm ttee nenbers because of their experiences
in inplenmenting the existing equi pnent | eak standards in
40 CFR parts 60 and 61. The intent of including 863.168(f)
was to illustrate the extent of actions necessary to conply
with the first attenpt at repair. Valve replacenent was not
i ncl uded because the Commttee did not envision this action as
being a first attenpt at repair neasure. |In many cases, valve
repl acenent would require a process unit shutdown or bypassing
of equi pnent and draining of process fluids fromthe lines in
the affected area.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: [1V-D-19) argued that
t he standard shoul d not require post-repair nonitoring of
unsaf e-to-nmonitor val ves and connectors. The commenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) noted that it is not feasible to renonitor
the equi pment within 3 nonths as required by 863. 168(f) (3).

Response: To ensure that there is no possibility of
m sunder st andi ng the requirenents for unsafe-to-nonitor
val ves, the provisions in 863.168(h) have been edited to
exenpt these valves fromthe requirenents in paragraphs (b)
t hrough (f) of 863.168.

Comment: A nunber of commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 33;
| V-D-60; IV-D-73; 1V-D-86) (A-90-20: 1V-D 20) recomrended
that the proposed rule be nodified to allow facilities to
begin Phase IIl on the applicability date of the rule. The
comenters (A-90-19: I1V-D-60; IV-D-73; IV-D-86) (A-90-20
| V-D-20) submtted that disallowng this would penalize
facilities that have established |ow | eak rates or that have
i npl emrented the proposed rule before the required
applicability date.

The comenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-60; IV-D-73; IV-D 77
| V-D-86) (A-90-20: |V-D 20) suggested a variety of criteria
for entering Phase Ill, including allow ng the source to
decide when it is appropriate and denonstrating that the
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requi red percent |leaking criteria was achi eved during the two
nost recent nonitoring periods. Specifically, one conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) suggested that if an owner or operator can
denonstrate at any tine that the source qualifies for reduced
nmoni toring frequency, the source should be allowed to adopt
the reduced nonitoring frequency. Another comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-14) recomended that the source be required to
denonstrate that the criteria were achieved during the two
nost recent nonitoring periods. Another comrenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-77) thought that the rule should allow the owner or
operator to elect the nonitoring frequency nost appropriate to
the source's current status because the necessary records may
not have been retained.

Response: The EPA agrees that the final rule should
all ow owners or operators the flexibility to initiate
Phase 111 at anytine, and it was intended that this option
woul d be avail able. Subpart H has been revised to clarify
this point. This clarification does not, however, allow an
owner or operator to elect to use reduced nonitoring
frequenci es without Method 21 data to docunent achi evenent of
| ower leak rates for the required periods.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D60) requested
that the rule allow the owner or operator the option of
cal cul ating percent of |eaking valves on a plant-w de basis or
a process-unit basis. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-60) also
requested that the rule allow the owner or operator the option
of grouping units that are in simlar service. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-60) maintained that this would assist in
provi di ng neani ngful |eak rate data and would still neet the
intent of the rule.

Response: The EPA is uncertain just what the comenter
meant by neani ngful leak rate data. In Phase Ill of the valve
standard, the nonitoring frequency is determ ned by the
percent |eaking valves. Since the nunber of valves in a
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typical SOCM process unit is quite large (i.e., several
hundred to thousands), the variability of the estimte should
be small and it should not be necessary to conbine data from
several units to obtain a reliable estimte of perfornmance.

It should al so be noted that the provisions in the valve QP

[ 863.175(e)(2)] allow pooling of perfornmance data for purposes
of identifying nmeasures to inprove performance. Therefore, if
the comenter's concern was with obtaining better data on
performance for certain operating conditions, the standard
already allows this.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) recommended
that the EPA reconcile two conflicting nethods for determ ning
whet her excessive | eaks trigger additional requirements for
process units foll ow ng annual nonitoring. The comenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) explained that 863.168(d) (1) specifies
that "process units with 2 percent or greater |eaking valves,
calculated as a rolling average of 2 consecutive periods”
shall either go to a QP or inplenment nonthly nonitoring. For
a process unit in annual nonitoring, this conflicts directly
with 863.168(e)(2), which states that "the percent | eaking
val ves shall be cal cul ated as...an average of any three out of
four consecutive nonitoring periods for annual nonitoring
prograns”. Even though a process unit has reached an annual
monitoring program it may still obtain two consecutive
periods of greater than 2 percent |eaking valves. For
exanpl e, a process unit wth an annual nonitoring schedul e
could monitor for four quarters and have the foll ow ng percent
| eaki ng val ve nunbers: 1 percent, 1 percent, 3 percent and
5 percent. According to paragraph (e)(2), any three out of
four of these periods could be used, so the unit would have an
average of 1.67 percent |eaking valves [(1%+ 1%+ 3% /3 =
1.67%, and would need to drop to quarterly nonitoring, as per
paragraph (d)(2). But paragraph (d)(1l) says that the 2
consecutive nonitoring periods greater than 2 percent put the
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process unit into either nonthly nonitoring or a QP. Wich
is correct? Since paragraph (e)(2) matches the method given
in the preanble for determ ning nonitoring frequency, it is
assuned that paragraph (d)(1) is in error

Response: In drafting the provisions of 863.168(d), it
was assunmed that a source with an annual nonitoring program
woul d not have quarterly nonitoring data and, thus, the
scenari o presented by the commenter could not arise. Since
this comment suggests that it is possible for the provisions
in 863.168(d) to be interpreted in a manner that appears to
conflict wwth the provisions in 863.168(e), the provisions in
863. 168(d) have been edited to renpve this possibility.
Section 63.168(d)(1) now refers to the percent | eaking
cal cul ated according to 863.168(e).

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) recommended
that the difficult-to-nmonitor criteria be revised to not
require elevation of nonitoring personnel above support
surfaces that are accessible only by fixed | adder. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) noted that it is unsafe to carry
stepl adders up fixed | adders. Another comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-69) recommended that the criteria for both "difficult-to-
nmoni t or val ves" and "inaccessi bl e connectors" should be the
sane - i.e., equipnent is no nore than 2 neters above a
support surface. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-69) noted that
a valve and a connector next to each other would be handl ed
differently under the proposed provisions.

Response:

A clarification has been added to the equi pnent | eak
val ve provisions to specify that val ves are consi dered
"difficult-to-nonitor"” if they are nore than 2 neters above a
support surface or the el evation of personnel on support
surfaces can not be conducted safely at anytine.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) recommended
that 863.168(i)(2) be deleted. The commenter (A-90-19:
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| V-D-73) stated that even in new facilities an owner or
operator cannot ensure that all valves will be readily
accessi bl e because placenent is dictated by process
requi renents.

Response: The EPA contacted the commenter to determ ne
the reasons this requirenment had not been an issue under the
benzene equi pnrent | eaks standard in 40 CFR 61, subparts J and
V. The commenter noted that there are major differences
bet ween the nunber of units and the anount of equi pnent
affected by the HON and by the benzene equi pnent | eak NESHAP
Due to the greater magnitude of the HON, it is just not
possi bl e for existing sources to reconfigure process equi pnent
to accommodate this standard. This commenter al so pointed out
that the SOCM equi pnent | eaks NSPS (40 CFR 60, subpart W)
placed no limt on the nunber of difficult-to-nonitor valves
in existing units affected due to nodification or
reconstruction and all owed new units to have up to 3 percent
difficult-to-nonitor valves. Thus, 863.168(i)(2) was revised
to be consistent with the provisions in the NSPS.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) questioned
the benefit of nonitoring "l eakless" valves with the sane
frequency as all other valves. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V- D-89) suggested that no nore than quarterly nonitoring
shoul d be required for these val ves.

Response: During negotiations, the commttee di scussed
provi di ng special provisions for different types of valves and
concluded that this additional conplexity was not useful.
Specifically, if a process unit had a | arge nunber of | eakless
val ves, it probably would not have 2 percent or greater
| eaki ng val ves and thus not be subject to nonthly nonitoring
or QP requirenent. It is very likely the process unit could
qualify for sem annual or annual nonitoring frequency.
Conversely, if there were only a few | eakl ess val ves, the
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burden of identifying themand treating themdifferently would
undoubt edl y exceed the nonitoring burden.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested
that unsafe-to-nonitor and difficult-to-nonitor valves should
be excluded fromthe percent |eaking valves cal cul ation. The
comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) noted that because of the
i nfrequent nonitoring perfornmed on these val ves, unsafe-to-
monitor and difficult-to-nonitor val ves should not be counted
in the percent |eaking valves calculation given in
863.168(e)(1). If all valves in this group are nonitored in
one period, the results could be very skewed in one direction
or another, giving an unrealistic picture of the remaining
valves in the process unit. These valves shoul d be excl uded
from both the nunber of |eaking valves (V) and total valves
(V1) terns. The comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) also thought
that the verbiage for how to calculate V| in paragraph
(e)(3)(i) is hard to follow, an equation would be nore
hel pful, along with sone rewordi ng of paragraphs (e)(3)(i) and
(e)(3)(ii), which address nonrepairabl e val ves.

Response: The equation as drafted in the proposed rule
cal cul ated the percent |eaking in the popul ation of val ves
nmonitored during that particular nmonitoring cycle. The EPA
doubts that the commenter's concern is likely to arise in
practice since the commenter can schedule nonitoring of val ves
designated as "difficult-to-nonitor"” or "unsafe-to-nonitor" to
avoid this problem There is no requirenent to do this
monitoring during a periodic nonitoring cycle and in fact it
is assuned that this nmonitoring would not be conducted during
routi ne operations. Thus, it seens highly unlikely for a bias
to be introduced. Mreover, since these valves are, by
definition, unlikely to be noved frequently there is no reason
to believe that these woul d have higher | eak frequencies than
t he accessi ble valves. The EPA al so suspects that there may
have been sonme confusion on the part of the comenter between
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the terns "nonrepairable" and "difficult-to-nmonitor"” and
"unsaf e-to-nonitor". Thus, the commenter's suggestion to
edit 863.168(e)(3) was not adopted; however, guidance materi al
on the standard will include an equation for 863.168(e)(3) to
assist with inplenmentation.

5.1.8 §863.169: Punps, Valves, Connectors, and Agitators in

Heavy Liquid Service; Instrunentation Systens; and Pressure

Relief Valves in Liquid Service
Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-60) requested
that the rule be nodified to address situations where a

potential |eak is observed but subsequent nonitoring shows
repair is not required. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D60)
expressed concern that the proposed rule did not indicate that
remonitoring is not required. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V- D- 60) suggested that in such cases the equi pnment should be
exenpt fromrenonitoring for 90 days.

Response: The EPA assunes that the renonitoring referred
to by the comenter would be the result of the reappearance of
drips or other visible signs of seal |eakage. Visible |eakage
frompunp seals is generally indicative of seal wear and to
prevent major seal failures, the seals should be repaired soon
after the |l eakage is initially detected. |If the situation
described by the comrenter is such that the punp is not
repai rabl e, the owner or operator can put the punp on the
nonrepairables list and repair it at the next process unit
shutdown. In such cases, the punps would be exenpt from
remoni t oring.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-69) thought that
for all conponents the rule should provide that if a potenti al
| eak is discovered the owner or operator has the option to
assune that it is a leak and repair it and not have to nonitor
to confirmthe leak. The commenter thought that it was
illogical to provide this provision only for instrunentation
systens.
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Response: Special provisions were devel oped for
i nstrunment ati on systens because of the physical difficulty of
nmoni toring individual conmponents in these systens and the
nature of these systens would allow confirmation of successful
repair as well as indication of the presence of a |eak (such
as a change in pressure or flowrate). Oher conponents
subject to this rule do not share these characteristics, and
there would be no way to confirmthat the | eak was repaired.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-60) requested
that these provisions not apply to equipnment where it can be
denonstrated that the equi pnrent woul d never be considered to
be | eaki ng when nonitored by Method 21.

Response: The EPA believes that it is appropriate to
retain the requirenents to repair equipnment with indications
of | eakage and the requirenent is not burdensone. |n many
cases, these indications of potential |eaks are indicative of
pendi ng maj or seal failure. Although equi pnent in heavy
liquid service has nmuch | ower em ssion rates than equi pnent in
light liquid or gas service, |osses of process fluids to the
envi ronnent should be mnimzed because it wll ultinmately be
| ost to the atnosphere or could contribute to groundwater
contam nati on
5.1.9 §863.170: Product Accunul ator Vessels

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-50; |V-D 74;
| V-D-77) favored regul ati ng product accumnul ator vessel s under

the provisions for process vents in subpart G and indicated
that 863.170 shoul d be elim nated.

Response: As discussed extensively in volunme 2D of the
BI D, sonme of the equipnment previously covered by this termis
considered to be a process vent. The final standard has
elimnated this overlap and the provisions in 863.170 now
apply only to surge control vessels and bottons receivers.
These vessels do not neet the definition of a process vent (or
a storage vessel) and have intermttent rel eases only. The
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EPA, therefore, concluded that retaining this equipnment in
subpart H woul d be consistent with the negoti ated agreenent.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D108) argued that
by incorporating the negotiated equipnent leak rule into the
HON, pharnmaceutical manufacturers have becone subject to a new
and different standard for the vent em ssions from product
accunmul ators. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D108) urged the
Agency to regul ate these product accurul ator vent em ssions
under the vent standards for the pharnaceutical source
category and not subject a source to overl apping or
contradi ctory standards.

O her comenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-7; IV-D-39) presented
simlar argunents that the negotiation did not include point
sources such as PAV' s and that the negotiations did not
address what perfornmance woul d be achi evabl e for
phar maceuti cal processes. Another comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-27) thought that it was unnecessary and undesirable to
regulate PAV s in the equipnent |leak rule since these are nore
appropriately addressed under process vents. This conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-27) also argued that renoving PAV s from
subpart H woul d address the inequity which exists for batch
processes in the proposed rule.

Response: The EPA believes that several clarifications
to the final rule have addressed the commenters’' concerns.
First, as noted above, the overlap between process vents and
equi prent included in the proposed definition for PAV' s has
been elimnated. O the original itens included in the
definition of PAV' s, subpart H now only establishes
requi renments for surge control vessels and bottons receivers.
Second, the applicability for the non-SOCM processes has been
separated fromthat for the SOCM processes. Subpart | now
has the applicability for the non-SOCM processes and
subpart F has the applicability for SOCM processes. Thus,
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for sources subject to subparts Hand I, there are no contro
requi renents for process vents.
5.1.10 863.171: Delay of Repair

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) argued that
the option of using delay of repair should include the

exanples cited in the proposed standard as well as an
eval uation of the potential to cause any adverse effects to
human heal th and the environnent.

Response: Provisions for delay of repair have been a
feature of the equi pnent | eak standards in 40 CFR parts 60 and
61 since the beginning of the EPA's program The EPA has
provi ded this extension because it would be counterproductive
to establish a requirenment that would result in rel ease of
nore em ssions to repair the | eaki ng conponent than woul d
occur if the conponent was |eft unrepaired. The commenter's
(A-90-19: 1V-D-87) suggestion that the potential for adverse
heal th and environnental inpacts also be a criterion for del ay
of repair is not appropriate for this rule. The residual risk
standards to be established under section 112(f) would be nore
appropriate than this standard. It should also be noted that
units that handle the acutely toxic HAP's, such as phosgene,
are designed to permt rapid shutdowm of the equi pnment on any
indication of a |leak and i medi ate repair.

The EPA believes that the provisions in 863.171 do
provi de del ay of repair for any type of equipnent. So, the
EPA is not certain what the nature of the commenter's
(A-90-19: 1V-D-69) concern is.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) recommended
expandi ng the delay of repair provisions to include replacing
any seal systemw th one that is expected to provide better
performance. The commenter (A-90-20: |1V-D 19) observed that
the plant may wish to replace DMS systens or seall ess punps
with nore efficient systens, and this replacenment should al so
be all owed. The commenter (A-90-20: [V-D-19) also noted that
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the replacenent of single seal systens is generally not
required so nmuch as desired. The comenter (A-90-20:

| V-D-19) thought that docunentation of procedures describing
how a repl acenment was determ ned to be actually required would
be | engt hy and burdensone.

Response: The provisions in 863.171(d) were revised to
all ow del ay of repair for systens expected to achieve better
performance. This suggestion was consi dered appropriate and
provi ded delay of repair conditions equivalent to those
provi ded for sources subject to the provisions of 863.176.

The EPA would also like to clarify that the necessary
docunentation for use of this provision is nerely that the
punp cannot be repaired by normal procedures. While the EPA
understands that there may be a nunber of options avail able
and the owner or operator may el ect seal replacenent, it would
be i nappropriate to edit the | anguage as suggested since that
could result in feasible repairs not being done.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) recommended
revising 863.171(e) to apply to all equipnent, not just
val ves, to recognize that stocks of sonme of the specialized
equi pnent conponents may be depleted and not be avail able on
short noti ce.

Response: The equi prent | eak provi sions have been
revised to apply this allowance to connectors. This allowance
was not extended to other equi pnment because the quantity of
ot her types of equipnent (i.e., punps, agitators or
conpressors) used at a facility is nmuch smaller than the
guantity of valves and connectors. Therefore, the possibility
of the quantity needed to be stocked being incorrect is
renot e.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) recommended
that delay of repair provisions for punps [863.171(d)(2)] not
require the repair to be conpleted within 6 nonths. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-33) argued that the tinme restriction
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coul d cause problens at plants that have infrequent
mai nt enance shut downs.

Response: The provisions of 863.171 all ow del ay of
repair for three situations: (1) where a process unit shutdown
is required; (2) where the equipnent is isolated from HAP
service; and (3) where a better performng seal systemis
going to be installed. The 6-nonth tine limtation only
applies in the last case. |If repair is technically infeasible
W thout a process unit shutdown, the delay is until the next
process unit shutdown, which could be a delay of nore than 6
nmont hs or |less than 6 nont hs dependi ng on operations of the
unit. Obviously, if the punp is renoved from organi c HAP
service the delay can be as |l ong as the owner or operator
W shes to keep the punp out of organic HAP service. Since
there are a nunber of options available in addition to the
del ay provided by 863.171(d), the EPA does not believe that
the tinme restriction should be renoved. |If the tine limt on
this delay were renoved, it is conceivable that soneone could
use this provision to avoid repairing a | eaking punp
al t oget her.

5.1.11 863.172: dosed-vent Systens and Control Devices

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D33; |V-D 56;
|V-D-73; 1V-D-77) (A-90-20: 1V-D19) advised that val ves and
connectors in closed vent systens should be subject to the

sane standards as regul ar val ves and connectors, which allow
delay of repair until the next process unit shutdown if such
repairs cannot be nmade w thout a shutdown. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) declared that the delay of repair
provisions in 863.120(f)(2) should be incorporated into
863.172. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77;) al so suggested
t hat provisions should be added to allow | ess frequent
monitoring in systems with | ow percentages of |eaking
conponent s.
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One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) requested that the EPA
conduct a conprehensive review of subparts G and H for
requi renents that could apply to the sanme equi pnent if they
were part of a common control system The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-73) noted that the requirenents should be consistent, and
contradictions should be elimnated. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-73) recommended that the exclusions in subpart G for
bl eeds, drains, pressure vacuumvents, etc. be incorporated
into subpart H The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) also
requested that 863.160(d)(3) include an override of subpart G
if delay of repair provisions are applied to closed vent
systens. A simlar comment was nmade by anot her conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-97) who recommended that all the cl osed vent
system provi sions be consolidated in subpart H  The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-97) noted that this change woul d reduce any
confusion over the requirenents and woul d reduce the
recordkeepi ng and reporting costs.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters’
suggestions that it would be appropriate to have a consi stent
set of provisions for closed vent systens in the rule. A
uni form set of provisions for closed vent systens wll benefit
both State and Federal enforcenent progranms and industry by
both reducing review tinme and conplexity of record systens.
Because subpart G al so included requirenents for inspections
of equi pnent other than closed vent systens, the closed vent
system provisions in subpart G were not consolidated into
subpart H  The final rule now has the sane requirenments for
cl osed vent systens in subparts G and H  The EPA believes
that this approach provides the consistency requested by the
conment er s.

The EPA al so reeval uated the provisions requiring annual
Met hod 21 nonitoring of closed vent systens. C osed vent
systens in chemcal plants and refineries are constructed of
pi pi ng and connections and are operated at | ow pressures or
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under vacuum An assessnent of recent data and experience
frominpl enentation of existing standards under 40 CFR part 60
and part 61 showed that only rarely are | eaking connectors and
ot her equi pnent identified through the annual Method 21
i nspections of closed-vent systens. As discussed in the
preanble to the proposed rule (57 FR 62666 and 57 FR 62676),
connectors have very |low | eak frequencies and once | eak tight
they remain leak tight. Consequently, the final rule only
requires an initial Method 21 denonstration that al
connections and ot her equi pnment in closed vent systens are
operated with instrument readings |ess than 500 ppm and annual
i nspections for indications of |eaks (visual, olfactory, or
audi bl e). The EPA believes that this requirenent along with
the requirenent for flow indicators or car seals on by-pass
lines that could divert emssions fromthe control device to
t he atnmosphere will ensure em ssions are controlled as
required, while also mnimzing unproductive effort.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-75) indicated
that the requirenents for controlling certain equipnment with a
cl osed vent systemand a control device results in the
equi pnent being subject to the process vent provisions in
subpart G The commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D75) recomended t hat
the final rule should provide the owner or operator the option
of conplying wwth either the requirenents in subpart G or
those in subpart H

Response: The EPA suspects that there may be a
m sunder st andi ng of the meaning of the term "process vent".
A process vent neans a gas streamthat is continuously
di scharged during the operation of the unit froman air
oxi dation reactor, other reactor, or distillation unit within
a SOCM chem cal manufacturing process unit. Process vents
i nclude vents fromdistillate receivers and product
separators. Process vents include gas streans that are
di scharged directly to the atnosphere and gas streans
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di scharged to the atnosphere after diversion through a product
recovery device. Thus, it is not possible for equipnent

subj ect to subpart Hto be considered subject to the
provisions in subpart G nerely because it has been connected
to a closed vent system For sonething to be subject to the
process vent provisions it must neet the definition of a
process vent.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) argued that
the control device performance should not be eval uated on the
basis of all organics routed to it, just HAP control
per f or mance.

Response: The provisions in 863.172 were edited to all ow
the owner or operator to denonstrate the performance based on
ei ther organic HAP's or VOC
5.1.12 863.173: Agitators in Gas/Vapor Service and in Light
Li quid Service

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-56) alleged that
t he proposed rul e expanded the list of equi pnent subject to

the rule by adding agitators and instrunentation systens. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-56) opposed this extension because
it goes beyond the negotiated agreenment w t hout providing
reasonabl e justification.

Response: The Comm ttee devel oped the provisions for
instrunmentation systens and agitators. The preanble to the
proposed rul e descri bes the factors considered by the
Comm ttee and the reasons for including this equipnment in the
standard (see Decenber 31, 1992, Federal Register [57 FR
62080]). The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D-56) may have
m sinterpreted di scussions conparing the negotiated rule to

exi sting equi pnent | eak standards in 40 CFR parts 60 and 61
Agitators are not subject to the provisions in the earlier
standards, and the Conmttee elected to add this equi pnent to
the scope of the negotiated rule.
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Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-73; A-90-20:
IV-D-9; I1V-D-12)) requested that agitators equi pped with
doubl e seal s be exenpt fromnonitoring, as are punps. Another
commenter (A-90-20: [V-D19) suggested that exenptions from
routine nonitoring be provided for better agitator designs and
provi sions for unsafe to nonitor equipnent be added.

Response: The final standard for agitators includes
provisions for agitators equi pped with dual seals and for
agitators equipped with a closed vent system Agitators with
no externally actuated shaft are exenpt fromthe nonitoring
requi renents of the standard. Since the comenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) did not provide exanples of situations where
monitoring of the agitator would be unsafe, no provisions were
added to exenpt these situations.

5.1.13 863.174: Connectors in Gas/Vapor Service and in Light
Li quid Service

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-56) requested

that the final rule include provisions allowng a facility to

make connectors | eak-proof by welding themand, therefore, to
receive credit in the calcul ation of percent |eaking.
Response: The negotiated rule does provide credit for
renmovi ng connectors froma process. These provisions are in
863.174(i) of subpart H.
Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) objected to
t he proposed requirenent in 863.174(b)(4) arguing that the
requi renent to nonitor welds used to reduce the nunber of
connectors in a process unit is unnecessary and requires
regul ation before applicability. The comenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) noted that industry practice when wel ding any type of
equi pnent is to test the weld integrity before placing the
equi pnent back in service. The proposed requirenment woul d not
provide for any additional protection to the environnent, and
woul d greatly increase the recordkeepi ng burden of a process
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unit. In addition, this section requires both testing and
recor dkeepi ng before any valid applicability date.

Response: The provisions in proposed 863.174(b)(4) were
intended to apply to the optional credit for renoved
connectors, and not to create an additional recordkeeping
burden on sources that did not elect to use the credit. The
provision allowed credit back to the date of proposal because
at the time of the negotiation sonme Conm ttee nenbers
advocat ed providing the maxi mum opportunity to generate
credits. As this coment showed it was possible to read the
proposed provisions in 863.174(b)(4) as not being voluntary,
the EPA redrafted this provision and noved it after the
cal cul ation of percent |eaking connectors. It is hoped that
these editorial changes will make the provision clearer.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D60) requested
that the rule provide the option of cal cul ati ng percent
| eaki ng on a plant-w de basis or a process unit basis. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-60) also requested that the rule
all ow the owner or operator to group process units that are in
simlar service for calculating percent |eaking. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-60) thought this would assist in
provi di ng nmeani ngful |eak rate data.

Response: This comrent is addressed under the valve
st andar d.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D68) argued that
t he proposed LDAR requirenment for connectors should be
elimnated fromthe final rule because the proposed
requi renent is above the floor for equi pnent |eaks and wll
result in negligible em ssion reductions. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-68) also argued that this program woul d
require 4,000 to 5,000 man-hours to inplenment in a process
unit with about 50,000 conponents. Therefore, the comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-68) concluded that this is not a cost-effective
approach to em ssions reduction. For simlar reasons, another
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commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) recommended that only an annua
i nspection for | eaks based on visual, auditory, or olfactory
detection should be required for connectors.

Response: The EPA does not agree with the commenter's
(A-90-19: 1V-D-68) view that a LDAR program for connectors is
i nappropriate and is not a cost-effective neans of em ssions
reduction. The commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-68) did not provide
the basis for the em ssion estimates used i n concluding that
t he LDAR program for connectors was not cost-effective. The
EPA believes that it is inportant to include process equi pnment
connectors in the LDAR program because em ssions fromthese
connectors can be significant. The revised SOCM average
factors show that the factor for connectors is one-half to
one-third of the factors for valves in light liquid and gas
service. Because of the | arge nunber of connectors in process
units, connector em ssions could easily exceed em ssions from
val ves and punps. In fact for the nunber of conponents
reported by the commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-68), the revised
SOCM average factors indicate that connectors contribute
roughly 55 percent of total em ssions and val ves contribute 40
percent. While the average factors may not be indicative of
em ssion rates for the commenter's (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) units,
they do indicate that on a national basis it is inportant to
consi der control neasures for connectors. The EPA considers
the negotiated rule, as well as the connector LDAR program to
be a cost-effective neans of reducing em ssions from equi pnent
| eaks. Since the standard allows | ess frequent nonitoring for
better performng units, the EPA does not believe that the
provisions will inpose unproductive costs on units that
performbetter than the average units.

The suggestion that the connector LDAR program be
repl aced with an annual inspection programfor indications of
| eaks was rejected for the sanme reason. The EPA believes that
the program can be cost-effective. Additionally, it would not
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be consistent with the negotiated agreenent to renove the
connector LDAR program w t hout providing an equival ent
reduction fromother itens of equipnment. The second conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) did not suggest any substitute contro
measures or provide reasons for the view that em ssions were
trivial.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D77) requested
that the final rule allow the owner or operator to adopt a
reduced nonitoring frequency if it can be denonstrated that
the source qualifies for this frequency. Another conmenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D14) suggested that facilities be allowed to
i npl enment the | ess frequent nonitoring provisions of
863. 174(b) provided that the percent |eaking connectors
criteria were achieved during the two nost recent nonitoring
periods. Another commenter (A-90-20: 1|1V-D19) recomended
that the EPA should allow an owner or operator to skip to
nmoni toring connectors every four years if the initial
nmoni toring shows greater than 0.5 percent |eaks. This
commenter (A-90-20: [V-D-19) recommended that the connector
standard use a consi stent approach to that in the punp and
val ve standard.

Response: The EPA agrees that the final rule should
al l ow owners or operators the flexibility to adopt |ower |eak
frequency nonitoring schedule provided there is docunentation
that the criteria for the less frequent nonitoring have been
met. The provisions in 863.174(b) have been revised to
clarify this point. This clarification does not, however,
al l ow an owner or operator to elect to use reduced nonitoring
frequenci es without Method 21 data to docunent achi evenent of
| ower leak rates for the required periods. The suggestion by
commenter (A-90-20: [V-D-19) that the connector standard
all ow an owner or operator to elect to neet requirenents of a
| ater phase would require restructuring the provisions in the
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connector standard to specify a |lower |eak frequency for the
guadrenni al nonitoring frequency.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 92) suggested
that the connector standard incorporate the skipped-period
concepts of 860.483-2 of subpart W. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-92) recommended that if the leak rate is | ess than
2 percent, the facility could skip one nonitoring period, for
sem annual nonitoring. |If, after two consecutive nonitoring
periods, the leak rate is less than 2 percent, the facility
could skip three nonitoring periods, for annual nonitoring.

Response: Although there is nerit to consistency with
concepts in existing prograns, it nust be noted that the
nmonitoring frequency and the criteria suggested differ
significantly fromthe | evels agreed to by the negotiating
commttee. For exanple, the commenter suggested that
quarterly nonitoring would be appropriate for units exceedi ng
the 2 percent | eakage rate. The agreenment was for annual
monitoring for | eak frequencies greater than 0.5 percent and
bi ennial nonitoring if less than 0.5 percent. The EPA does
not believe that it would be appropriate to add the
comenter's suggestion as an optional conpliance nechani sm

Comment: A nunber of commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 33;
IV-D-69; IV-D-73; IV-D-77) (A-90-20: 1V-D19) recomended
that the definition of "inaccessible connectors"” be nade the
same as the definition of "difficult to nonitor" valves. The
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; I1V-D-69; IV-D-73; IV-D77)
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) expressed concern that the requirenent to
nmoni t or connectors which can be reached only via a 25-ft
portable scaffold presents safety concerns and is not a cost-
effective neans of reducing em ssions. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) further noted that piping is generally
constructed above ot her equi pnent and the area is covered with
gravel; therefore, rolling scaffolding would not be
appropriate. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) added that,
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because of flammability concerns, powered vehicles are not
allowed in these areas. Therefore, the commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-77) concluded that the only portable scaffol ding that
could be used is field-erected scaffolding. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) estimated that the cost-effectiveness of
em ssion reduction achieved if the percent |eaking was
0.5 percent would be $2.7 million/ton.

Simlar coments were nmade by one commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-10), who was a nenber of the commttee. This comenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D-10) indicated that the type of portable
scaf fol ding envi sioned was a wheel ed scissor |ift platform
that would sit on the ground bel ow the nonitoring or repair
| ocation. The commenter (A-90-20: |[V-D-10) reported that the
i ssue of stable ground was di scussed and it was under st ood
that the scaffol ding would not be used on grassed or unstable
stone covered areas bel ow pipelines. The comenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-10) also noted that raising an individual vertically is
not the only safety issue when trying to reach an i naccessible
connector. Qher safety issues include: (1) danger of
damagi ng el ectrical cables and piping; (2) limtations on
access due to curbs and process equi pnent spacing; and (3)
dangers of fire and explosions in sone process areas. This
comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-10) requested clarification of the
term portable scaffold and that issues of safe access be
addr essed.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-10) that the commttee di scussions were clear that
i npl enmentation of the nonitoring provisions was not to
endanger mai ntenance or nonitoring personnel's lives. The
commttee specifically discussed and agreed that use of
scissor lifts on gravel or grass was not intended as well as
use of gas-powered cherry pickers or non-rated el ectrical
notors in areas with an expl osi on hazard.
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The EPA believes that these concerns expressed by the
ot her comenters (A-90-19: I1V-D-33; IV-D-69; IV-D73;
|V-D-77) (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) are addressed by the provisions
in 863.174(h)(1). This paragraph has been expanded to incl ude
addi tional situations where connectors are considered to be
"i naccessi bl e connectors,"” such as elevating nonitoring
personnel two or nore neters above a support surface, or
erecting a scaffold.

The conmenters' (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; IV-D-69; |V-D 73;
| V-D-77) (A-90-20: |1V-D19) suggestion that the definition of
"i naccessi bl e" be nmade the sane as "difficult to nonitor
val ves" is not consistent with the conmttee's desire to have
connectors nonitored where it can be safely conduct ed.
Revising the definition to be consistent wwth the "difficult
to nmonitor valve" definition would not be consistent with the
intent of the negotiated standard since there are situations
where a wheel ed scissor |lift, platform or hydraulic
scaffol ding could be used on a paved area within a unit.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) thought that
t he EPA should all ow swi tching between connector nonitoring
alternatives in 863.174(c)(1)(i) and 63.174(c)(1)(ii) w thout
the penalty of nore frequent nonitoring.

Response: The two connector nonitoring options were
provi ded to address concerns of sonme committee nenbers
constituents about the recordkeepi ng burden of the foll ow up
monitoring in 863.174(c)(1)(i). Since the purpose of the
followup nonitoring, at least in part, is to establish the
nonr epai rabl e pool, an alternative provision was provided for
t hose conpanies willing to forego the nonrepairable pool in
exchange for | ess burdensone adm nistrative costs.

Section 63.174(c)(1)(ii) allows an owner or operator to treat
di sturbed connectors |i ke any other connector in the unit for
t he purposes of nmonitoring in exchange for setting the

nonr epai rabl es pool to zero. The conmttee also agreed to
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all ow an owner or operator to switch anong alternatives
provided the new alternative is started with an annual

program This restriction was included to prevent an owner or
operator selecting the alternative nost favorable to him
during that particular nonitoring cycle. Comenter's
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) suggestion to renove the penalty of nore
frequent nonitoring is not appropriate.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: IV-D89) recomrended
that a section for difficult-to-nonitor connectors should be
added to 863.174. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) asserted
that it is not uncommon to have connectors positioned in such
a manner that elevation of nonitoring personnel nore than 2
nmeters above a support surface woul d be required.

Response: Difficult-to-nonitor valves require nonitoring
as often as possible and at |east annually. The commenter's
concerns are addressed by the provisions for inaccessible
connectors in 863.174(h) which exenpt connectors that are
greater than 2 neters above a support surface and that cannot
be reached using portabl e scaffol ding.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested
that unsafe-to-nmonitor, unsafe-to-repair and inaccessible
connectors shoul d be excluded fromthe percent | eaking
connectors cal cul ation. The comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19)
expressed concerns that because of the infrequent nonitoring
performed on these connectors, unsafe-to-nonitor and unsafe-
to-repair connectors results could be very skewed in one
direction or another, giving an unrealistic picture of the
remai ni ng connectors in the process unit. These connectors
shoul d be excluded from both the nunber of | eaking connectors
(C) and total connectors (Cy) ternms. Additionally, since
i naccessi bl e connectors are exenpt fromnonitoring, they
shoul d be explicitly exenpt fromthe percent |eaking connector
cal cul ation as well.
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Response: The EPA does not think that the commenter's
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) suggested clarifications are necessary in
sone cases or appropriate in other cases. First, as the
commenter noted, inaccessible connectors are exenpted from
monitoring. Therefore, it is not possible that there would
ever be an instance when they are nonitored and coul d be
included in the cal culation of percent |eaking. The EPA does
not understand the need for an explicit statenent to that
effect. Second, unsafe to nonitor connectors are only
nmoni tored during periods in which nonitoring can be safely
conducted and there is no specified frequency for this
nmonitoring. G ven the |arge nunber of connectors associated
with typical SOCM process units, it is hard to envision a
situation where nonitoring of the unsafe-to-nonitor connectors
could significantly affect the cal cul ati on of percent |eaking
connectors. Third, unsafe-to-repair connectors are a subset
of the nonrepairable connectors and to delete these fromthe
cal cul ation of percent |eaking could allow a unit to exclude
nmore than the allotted nunber of nonrepairables. |t would not
be appropriate to exclude them as suggested by the commenter.
5.1.14 863.175: Quality Inprovenent Programfor Valves

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-33; IV-D73)
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) suggested that the QP option should be
avai |l abl e on an as-needed basis or within a fixed tinme period

after the process units percent |eaking valves equals or
exceeds 2 percent. The comenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) argued
that such an approach is appropriate because the need for this
option may not be apparent within the first year of phase II1
Response: The commttee restricted the availability of
this QP due to concerns that it could be used to del ay
i nprovi ng performance. Sone conmttee nenbers were concerned
that the QP would never result in inproved perfornance
because the QP allows the owner or operator to continue
quarterly nonitoring and provides 2 years to gather data and
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identify better performng equipnment. It was al so thought
that the need for the program woul d be apparent by the first
year of phase Ill and that sources should have inprovenents in
performance as experience is gained with the program As an
owner or operator may elect to use the QP during the first
year of phase Il regardl ess of whether the process unit has

2 percent or nore |eaking valves, every owner or operator of a
source has an opportunity to elect the program The
provisions in 863.175(c) also allow an owner or operator to
continue a QP program after the process unit has fewer than

2 percent | eaking val ves.

The EPA would like to reconmmend that owners or operators
of sources consider developing their own quality
assurance/quality control programthat could be used to avoid
el ection of the formal programin 863.175. The EPA believes
that a quality control programthat is outside the scope of
the provisions in subpart H would have | ower recordkeepi ng
costs and be nore flexible to the needs of the facility.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) thought that
the nunber of valves in the trial evaluation programof a QP
shoul d be clarified to include only those val ves needi ng
replacing. Section 63.175(e)(6)(ii) should include only those
val ves that have higher |eak rates and need to be repl aced.
There woul d be no need to evaluate or replace val ves that
wor k; only those that are inadequate and need repl aci ng.

Response: The EPA would like to nmake clear that the
purpose of the trial evaluation programis to evaluate the
feasibility of using in the process unit subject to the QP
t hose val ve designs or technol ogi es that others have
identified as having | ow em ssion performance. The
requi renent to evaluate the | esser of 1 percent or 20 val ves
for single process units (or 1 percent or 50 valves for groups
of process units) is not excessive. The trial evaluation
programis not directed towards val ve repl acenent, but towards

2A 5-202



determining the feasibility of application of other
technol ogies in the specific process unit.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) argued that
contractors should not be included in the cal cul ation of the
total nunber of enployees at a facility. The comrenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) reasoned that contractor personnel are
tenporary, and their nunber at any given tine is variable.

The commenter noted that it is unlikely that a facility would
use contract personnel to get below the cutoff for trial

eval uation--the benefits of this are too small. The commenter
al so argued that the determ nation should refer to the nunber
of enployees at the facility site, not the entire corporation.

Response: The intent of this provision was to reduce the
i npact of the requirenent on small businesses within this
i ndustry. Since use of this provision would be easier on
smal | businesses if it was not necessary to docunent the
nunber of tenporary contract personnel on site, the
requi renent to consider contract personnel was renoved. The
commenter's suggestion that the nunber of enployees be
specified on a facility site basis is not consistent with the
intent to provide sone relief for small businesses. This
suggested edit was not nade.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) argued that
the EPA should not require facilities to positively identify
superior perform ng equi pnent technol ogies within 24 nonths of
the start of the QP. This requirenent inaccurately assunes
that such a technology can be identified in the first trial
eval uation. The comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) observed that
this requirenment is not consistent with the concept that
performance trials may need to continue for sone tinme. The
commenter (A-90-20: [V-D-19) requested that the EPA renove
this inconsistency.

Response: The intent of this requirenent is for the
owner or operator to begin trial evaluations of the
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technol ogi es that had been identified and not to wait for the
perfect solution. The provisions of 863.175(e)(6)(iv) require
that the evaluations begin no later than 18 nonths after the
start of Phase |1l and be conducted for a m ni mum of 6 nonths.
It should be noted that the trial evaluation programis only
required for sites that failed to identify superior performng
technol ogi es during the data anal ysis phase of the QP.
5.1.15 863.176: Quality |Inprovenent Programfor Punps
Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) thought that
t he nunber of punps in the trial evaluation programof a QP

shoul d be clarified to include only those that need repl acing.
Section 63.175(e)(6)(ii) should include only those punps that
have hi gher |eak rates and need to be replaced. There would
be no need to evaluate or replace punps that work; only those
t hat are inadequate need repl acing.

Response: The EPA would like to nmake clear that the
purpose of the trial evaluation programis to evaluate the
feasibility of using in the process unit subject to the QP
t hose punp seal designs or technol ogies that others have
identified as having | ow em ssion performance. The
requi renent to evaluate the | esser of 1 percent or 2 punps for
single process units (or 1 percent or 5 punps for groups of
process units) is not excessive. The trial evaluation program
is not directed towards punp repl acenent, but towards
determining the feasibility of application of other
technol ogies in the specific process unit.

5.1.16 863.177: Alternative Means of Em ssion Limtation

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-56) urged the EPA
to expand these provisions so that they wll apply to al
sections of the rule. The commenter (A-90-19: 1|V-D-56) noted
that by providing alternative conpliance options for design,

equi pnent standards, and work practices, operational
flexibility will be enhanced.
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Response: The EPA believes that the provisions in
863.6(g) of the general provisions and the provisions in this
section already provide the flexibility the commenter is
requesting. Since the comenter did not provide specific
details explaining the unfilled need, it is not possible for
the EPA to address the commenter's concern.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) requested
that the EPA clarify 863.177 to allow use of an alternative
means of em ssion |imtation before the EPA has approved or
di sapproved the alternative. The commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) recommended this change be made to provide
consi stency with the Benzene Waste NESHAP (40 CFR part 61,
subpart FF).

Response: The EPA does not believe that it is necessary
to add | anguage to 863.177 that will allow owners or operators
at their own risk to install and operate alternative control
nmeasur es, pending approval by the Adm nistrator. Addition of
such | anguage does not provi de owners and operators with any
rights that they did not otherw se have. As discussed in the
January 7, 1993 FEDERAL REQ STER cl arifying amendnents to the
Benzene Waste NESHAP (58 FR 3072), if the owner choices to
install or inplenent an alternative neans of em ssion
[imtation prior to approval and it is determ ned that the
measur e does not achieve the emssion |imtation, the owner
may be cited for nonconpliance with the applicable
requi renent.

5.1.17 863.178: Alternative Means of Em ssion Limtation for

Bat ch Processes
Comment: Two commenters (A-90-20: [V-D-20; IV-D27)
recommended nodification of these provisions to allow vacuum

as well as pressure testing. One commenter (A-90-20:

| V-D-20) stated that in sone cases vacuumtesting wll be
easi er because it can be done as part of the inerting
operation prior to beginning the batch operation. The other
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commenter (A-90-20: [V-D-27) reported that vacuumtesting can
be acconplished on sone systens w thout addi ng equi prment.

Response: The EPA would like to clarify that the
provi sions of subpart H do not apply to equi pnment in vacuum
service. |If a process is operated under a vacuum there is no
potential for |loss of process fluids to the atnosphere through
seal failures in equipnment such as valves. The EPA agrees
that vacuumtesting for pressure rise should be allowed. The
provisions in 863.178(b) and 863. 180(f) have been revised to
i ncl ude vacuum testing.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-20: [V-D-6; |IV-D 27)
stated that a literal interpretation of the proposed
863.178(b) (1) would require pressure testing each tinme a seal
i s broken during production of the same internediate or
product and even during a process run. One conmenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D-6) asserted that batch processes in the
pharmaceutical industry, in general, do not have dedicated
batch product trains. The comenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-6) added
that nost process trains are set up to receive feed through a
mani f ol d system whi ch necessitates quick hose connection and
di sconnection in order to allow recei pt of varying feed
material as the process dictates. The commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-6) requested confirmation that the intent of the
provisions in 863.178(b)(1) is to require pressure testing
only when the equipnent is reconfigured to produce a different
product or internediate. One of the two commenters (A-90-20:
| V- D-27) suggested specific | anguage for clarification of the
rul e.

Response: The intent with these provisions was to
require pressure-testing each tinme the equi pment was
reconfigured for production of another product or
internmediate. Pressure testing of routine seal breaks, which
are not part of reconfiguration to produce a different
product, was not envisioned. |If the commttee had intended
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pressure-testing of routine seal breaks the | anguage in
863.178(b) (1) would not have required pressure testing "before
organic HAP is first fed to the equipnment”. Additionally, the
| ast sentence of 863.178(b)(1), which provides that there
shall be a m ninmum of one test per year, would not have been
consi dered necessary if the commttee had envisioned routine
seal breaks as being subject to pressure testing.

Section 63.178(b)(1) has been revised to clarify that pressure
testing is not required for routine seal breaks.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) asserted that
the repair requirenments for batch processes failing a pressure
test are not realistic for those process units that contain
material during the test. The commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19)
reported that batch equi pnent can sonetines be reconfigured
for different products without disturbing all of the equipnent
or draining the process lines. The commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) suggested that the |anguage in 863.178(b)(4) revised
to refer to startup of the process or the second failure.

Response: Because the pressure testing requirenent is
for new or disturbed equi pnent the commttee | anguage was
drafted assum ng that the new equi pnment woul d not be in HAP
service at the tinme of the first test. The commttee thought
that if the reconfigured equi pnent | eaked the probl em shoul d
be addressed before the equipnent is put into service. During
the conmmttee discussions it was not envisioned that this
restriction could be interpreted as applying to other
equi pnrent in the portion of the equipnment train that was not
tested. Since there could be anbiguity regarding the
requi renent, the provisions in 863.178(b)(4) have been revised
to clarify the intent.

Comment: A comrenter (A-90-20: |1V-D27) requested
clarification that the proposed pressure testing procedure is
a mninmumrequirenent, and that equivalent or nore rigorous
testing should al so be acceptable. The comenter (A-90-20:
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| V-D-27) specifically suggested that testing over a shorter
test period but at a higher test pressure should al so be
permtted.

Response: The provisions have been edited to all ow
owners or operators the option to conduct the test as
specified at proposal or show that the applicable FDA test has
been conduct ed.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-86) supported the
alternative provisions for batch processes in 863.178. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) endorsed these provisions
because they provide a neans of conplying wthout the onerous
recordkeepi ng requirenents of 863.181.

Response: Wiile the EPA appreciates the comenters
support, the EPA would like to nake clear that there are
recordkeepi ng requirenents associated with 863.178. These
requi renents are |located in 863.181(e) of the final subpart H
Owners or operators of batch processes that conply using the
pressure testing provisions of 863.178(b) are also required to
submt the reports specified in 863. 182.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested
that batch processes that use the pressure testing provisions
of 863.178(b) should be exenpt fromthe requirenment for annual
monitoring of the closed vent system The comrenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) thought that it should be possible to test these
systens during the pressure test of the batch equi pnment and
nmonitoring of the closed vent system would be of no benefit.

Response: The provisions for closed vent systens were
revised in response to comment and in |ight of data on the
| eak frequency of equipnment in these systens. Since the final
provi sions of 863.172 do not require an annual nonitoring of
cl osed vent systens, it is not necessary to provide an
exenption for batch equi pnent that pressure test the system
See section 5.1.11 of this docunment for detail ed discussion.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) thought that
the alternative standard for batch provisions should state
that it is perm ssible for an owner or operator to switch
anong the alternatives in paragraphs (b) and (c).

Response: As drafted in the proposed standard there is
no restriction on the use of alternatives. However, due to
the fundanental differences between the two alternatives,
switching anong the alternatives does not appear to provide
significant advantages to the source owner or operator. Since
the conmttee did not discuss restricting the ability to
switch anong the alternative, |anguage has been added to
863.178(b) to pernmit that.

5.1.18 863.179: Alternative Means of Em ssion Limtation for
Encl osed- Vented Process Units

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D 26) (A-90-20:

| V-D-19) argued that if the equipnent is enclosed and vented

as specified, it should be exenpt fromall nonitoring
requi renents in the regulation, as well as the requirenents
for visual inspections and equi pnent standards.

Response: The | anguage in 863.179 was drafted to excl ude
these units fromthe nonitoring and visual inspection
requi renents. Since these process units nust be contained in
a structure operated under a vacuum and vented to a control
device, the EPA agrees that exenption fromthe equi pnent
st andards woul d be appropriate. The |anguage in 863.179 has
been revised to exenpt enclosed vented units fromthe
requi renents of 8863. 173 through 63.178. Owners and operators
el ecting to use this provision are still subject to the
recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents of 863.181 and
863. 182.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-86) recomrended
t hat encl osed equi pnent vented to a control device should be
exenpted fromthe nonitoring requirenents applied to the
equi pnent .
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Response: The EPA believes the standard provides this as
an option for conpliance for equi pnent where this option is a
realistic alternative. Since the commenter did not specify
the type of equipnent for which this alternative was desired,
the EPA has no way of determning if changes are necessary or
appropri ate.
5.1.19 Repair Procedures

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D33) (A-90-20:
| V-D-4) recommended that the proposed repair intervals (i.e.

first attenpt at repair within 5 cal endar days and repair
within 15 cal endar days) be expressed in terns of working days
in order to facilitate scheduling and reduce overtine
operating costs. These comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D 33)
(A-90-20: 1V-D-4) noted that at some facilities maintenance
staff does not work 24-hour shifts and sone facilities only
operate on a 5-day work week. The commenters (A-90-19:

| V-D-33) (A-90-20: 1V-D-4) indicated that their suggestion
woul d reduce the burden of the rule on facilities,
particularly small facilities. One commenter (A-90-109:

| V-D-33) al so expressed the opinion that the definition of
"days" in the General Provisions for part 63 would override
any definitions of days provided in subpart H Therefore, the
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-33) requested that the final rule
explicitly state each place where the term "worki ng days" can
be used.

Response: The two commenters are in effect requesting a
| onger repair interval. The length of the repair interval
affects the em ssion reduction potential of the LDAR program
As discussed in the preanble to the proposed standard, the
first attenpt at repair is required as soon as practicable and
no later than 5 days. Based on experience with the existing
equi pnent | eak standards, the EPA believes that 5 days shoul d
be sufficient tinme to schedule sinple field repairs that do
not require isolation of the equi pment fromthe process. The
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standard al so provides a 15 day interval for repair of
equi pnent such as valves that do require isolation fromthe
process. Since the conmttee did discuss the question of
repair interval and retained the 5 cal endar day/ 15 cal endar
day approach of the existing standards, it would not be
appropriate to revise this as suggested.

The EPA would like to make clear the relationship between
the General Provisions to part 63 (subpart A) and subpart H.
Section 63.1(a)(1l) of subpart A provides that individual
subparts may include specific definitions in addition to those
in subpart A as well as override definitions in subpart A
Thus, subpart H could define day to nmean working day if that
were appropriate for the provisions in subpart H As
di scussed above, however, the EPA does not agree that it is
appropriate to use working day in subpart H

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-92) stated that
there would be a serious problemif repair of |eaks within
5 days was required. The comenter (A-90-19: [V-D92)
recommended that 15 days be allowed for repair.

Response: Subpart H specifies that a first attenpt at

repair nust be made within 5 days and repair nust be conpl et ed
wi thin 15 days. These requirenents are consistent wth those
in the existing standards for equi pnment |eaks - e.g., SOCM
equi pnent | eaks NSPS in subpart W of 40 CFR part 60 and
Benzene equi pnent | eaks NESHAP in subpart J of 40 CFR part 61.
Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-4) noted that
m nor differences anong simlar standards results in confusion
about the requirenents and increases training and ot her
i npl enentation costs. The commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D4)
suggested that the EPA establish consistent inspection
procedures anong the rules.
Response: The EPA believes that consistent procedures
are used anong the standards. These procedures are provided
in Method 21 of appendix A to part 60.
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5.2 | MPACTS ANALYSI S

Comments regardi ng national inpacts are in chapter 7.0 of
Bl D vol une 2D.
5.3 APPLI CABILITY
5.3.1 Definition of SOCM

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D 33
| V-D-34) noted that the list of SOCM processes in subpart H
differs fromthe list in subpart F. These commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-33; IV-D-34) requested that the EPA
make the two lists consistent. One commenter (A-90-109:

| V-D-33) noted that the differences between the lists are
principally due to glycol ethers (which are not listed in
subpart H) and the listing of several non-SOCM products. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) estinmated that there are about
29 SOCM chem cals that are on one of the two lists (14
additional chemicals on the SOCM |ist in subpart F and 15
chemcals on the list in subpart H. This commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-33) also stated that there are 7 non-SOCM chem ca
products on the list in subpart F and 13 on the list in
subpart H  This commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 33) recomended
that in order to ease inplenentation, there should only be one
SOCM product list, and that Iist should be provided in
subpart F so that subpart F would specify the applicability of
both subparts G and H for SOCM processes.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters and the
final rule has the corrected conbined list in section 63.106
of subpart F. The final SOCM chem cal |ist consists of 386
products. See nenorandum "Changes to the List of SOCM
Chemcals in the HON," fromJulie Anne Probert, Radi an
Corporation, to Janet S. Meyer, EPA/ SDB, February 4, 1994 for
a discussion of the specific revisions to the chemcal |ist.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) submtted
corrections to the CAS nunbers for five conpounds listed in
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863. 184 and noted there are duplications of sonme conpounds
t hrough use of synonyns for several conpounds.

Response: As a result of this coment, the CAS nunbers
were corrected and duplicate listings were renoved. These
corrections are discussed in the nenorandum " Cha